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Purpose and Summary

The purpose of the 2015 Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP) Review Report (Report) is to comply with California Government Code

Section 14032(a) to review, evaluate, and report on the content of long range Regional
Transportation Plans (RTPs) prepared by regional transportation agencies. This review consists
of MPOs’ first round of RTPs (as of December 2015) which incorporate a Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS) element to reduce Green House Gases (GHG) for all cars and light
trucks in their regions. Reports generated are used to assist with updates of the California RTP
Guidelines. The RTP Guidelines are intended to set forth a uniform statewide transportation
planning framework which promotes an integrated, multi-modal, and cooperative planning
process. The Guidelines are developed by the California Transportation Commission (CTC)
through a stakeholder driven public process in cooperation with the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), the 18 MPOs, and the 26 Regional Transportation Planning Agencies
(RTPAS) located throughout the State who prepare RTPs.

The RTP Guidelines were last updated in 2010, due to the passing of Senate Bill 375 (SB 375)
(Steinberg 2008) entitled: “The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008.”
SB 375 served as landmark legislation establishing the linkage of land use and transportation in
long range regional plans to achieve greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reductions. Pursuant to
SB 375, MPOs are now required to develop a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) element
within their RTPs. The SCS element must demonstrate how the RTP meets the regional GHG
emission reduction targets for cars and light trucks established for all MPOs by the California
Air Resources Board (ARB) as mandated by SB 375. The 2010 RTP Guidelines outlined SCS
requirements and best practices information for MPOs to use in demonstrating how they meet the
GHG emissions reduction targets established for them by ARB for the years 2020 through 2035.

This Report does not represent an evaluation of the plans, but rather outlines general
observations and recommendations regarding RTP content over five focus areas. The purpose of
this effort is to identify changes or additions to improve and clarify the next update of the RTP
Guidelines. The Report is intended to serve as a resource for the CTC to inform the next update
of the 2010 California RTP Guidelines and RTP Checklist. Once updated and adopted by the
CTC, the Guidelines and Checklist will then be used by MPOs, and RTPAs during the
development of their next round of RTPs.

Due to the substantive changes to the metropolitan transportation planning process resulting from
SB 375, this Report focuses on review of MPO RTPs. A review of plans prepared by rural
RTPAs was not undertaken as part of this Report. It is important to note, however; that
improving the RTP Guidelines in areas such as public participation, Tribal consultation, and
performance measurement is helpful to both MPOs and RTPAs; therefore, this effort should
benefit both types of agencies. In the event there are significant changes to the non-metropolitan
planning process in the future, a review report addressing RTPA RTPs may be conducted if
needed.
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Overview of Focus Areas

Given the complexity of RTPs, five specific focus areas were identified by the CTC and Caltrans
to be reviewed in this Report. These focus areas were chosen based on the fact that they address
core federal and State planning requirements promoting transparency in the regional
transportation planning process. The five focus areas that were targeted for review in this Report
include:

1.

Sustainable Communities Strategy

The SCS within the RTP integrates transportation, land use, and housing in the planning
process which is vital to reducing GHG emissions from cars and light trucks. MPOs
work with local land use authorities and other appropriate entities to address regional
land uses, regional housing needs, regional resource areas, farmland, and regional
transportation needs in the RTP (RTP Guidelines, Chapter 6).

Public Participation Process

Consultation and coordination are part of the collaborative process in transportation
planning. Public participation and consultation during the development of the RTP is an
essential element of the overall planning process. Public participation, public outreach,
public awareness and public input are all part of this process (RTP Guidelines, page 61).

Tribal Government Consultation

Tribal Government Consultation includes conducting meetings with representatives of
the federally recognized Tribal Governments during the preparation of the RTP, prior to
taking action, and ensuring consideration of input from the tribes (RTP Guidelines,
page 96).

Financial Element and Transportation Expenditures

Federal statute and regulations, and state statute require RTPs to contain an estimate of
funds available for the 20 year planning horizon. The financial element of the RTP
identifies the current and anticipated revenue sources and financing techniques available
to fund the planned transportation investments described in the plan (RTP Guidelines,
page 96).

Performance Measures

Transportation performance measures consist of objective and measurable criteria that are
used to evaluate the performance and effectiveness of the transportation system,
government policies, plans, and programs. Performance measures use statistical evidence
to determine progress toward specific and defined objectives. Performance measures
help set goals and outcomes, detect and correct problems, and document
accomplishments (RTP Guidelines, Page 117).
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Overview of Methodology

To identify improvements for the next update of the RTP Guidelines, Caltrans staff conducted a
targeted review of available statewide RTP guidance and MPO RTPs including the following

documents:
e The 2010 RTP Guidelines and checklist.
e Sections of each MPO’s final RTP-SCS pertaining to the five focus areas.
e MPO responses to requirements outlined in the RTP Checklist.
e Glossaries of terms and related acronyms in each RTP-SCS, technical appendices, and

Public Participation Plans.

The review was conducted to achieve the following objectives:

To inform the CTC as to the current status of the recently adopted RTPs since the passing
of SB 375.

To present and discuss the content of recently adopted RTPs regarding: SCS, the public
participation process, Tribal Government consultation, performance measures, financial
elements and transportation expenditures, with the ultimate goal of identifying areas for
improvement in the next iteration of the Guidelines.

The review focused on answering the following questions:

How do each of the MPO RTP-SCSs describe and document the: (1) SCS, (2) public
participation process, (3) Tribal Government consultation process, (4) financial element
and transportation expenditures, and (5) performance measurement? Is this information
provided in an accessible and understandable manner?

Do the RTP Guidelines adequately address federal and State planning requirements and
provide sufficient guidance for the areas of SCS, public participation, Tribal Government
consultation, financial element and transportation expenditures, and performance
measures. How could these areas be improved in the RTP Guidelines?

All information gathered during the review was documented in a series of matrices which are
available in Appendices P, Q, R and S. A more detailed description of each focus area review
methodology and results is available in Chapters 2—7.
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Summary of Results and Recommendations
General Observations

The targeted review yielded the following general observations regarding RTPs and the
post-SB 375 long range planning process:

e The SB 375 planning process integrates land use, transportation and housing policy, and
has resulted in numerous improvements in the way that regions and local governments
plan for the future. The MPOs have collaborated closely with local governments in their
regions to develop forecasts of future growth and development, and to formulate a set of
strategies by which land use policies can be better integrated with the transportation
system.

e The regional transportation planning process has become more transparent and inclusive,
resulting in the public and stakeholders being much more engaged in the process.

e A statewide comparison of pre and post SB 375 MPO investments described in the RTPs
was attempted. However, considerable differences between the magnitude and nature of
investments between MPOs and a wide variety of designations or categories for funding
streams did not allow for one-to-one comparisons.

e MPOs with federally-recognized Tribal Governments in their regions included general
information within the RTP about the Tribal Governments in their regions. There are
many resources available for MPOs that would like additional assistance in this area.

e Considerable effort has gone into the development of SCS Performance Measures for
MPOs as reflected in the RTPs that were reviewed. The concept of performance
measurement is continually evolving, however; and collaboration is underway on
Performance Measures for both the statewide and metropolitan planning processes as the
federal Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21% Century (MAP-21) rulemaking process
continues, and the 2015 Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act is
implemented.

Specific Recommendations for the next RTP Guidelines

In addition to the general observations outlined above, review of the RTPs and current guidelines
yielded the following 14 recommendations for improvements and considerations during the next
RTP Guidelines update (detailed information regarding review results for each focus area is
available in Chapters 2-8.):

Recommendation #1: To comply with Assembly Bill 441 (AB 441) (Monning, 2012), the next
update of the RTP Guidelines shall include an attachment (pursuant to California Government
Code 814522.3) of the policies, practices, or projects that have been employed by MPOs that
promote health and health equity.

Recommendation #2: The CTC and Caltrans will need to ensure the next update of the RTP
Guidelines addresses any recent federal RTP requirements promulgated since the last update of
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the RTP Guidelines in 2010. The guidelines should also include relevant federal requirements
when the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) releases the Final Rules regarding
performance measures, as well as any other new planning-related requirements pursuant to the
FAST Act and any other federal or State statutory requirements enacted as the guidelines are
developed.

Recommendation #3: The CTC should consider developing two separate guidelines, one for
MPOs and one for RTPAs. The increased complexity of federal and state requirements for MPQOs
has created a wider gap between MPO requirements and RTPA requirements.

Recommendation #4: For the MPOs, the CTC should consider changing from a “checklist
approach” with “yes/no” responses to a standardized questionnaire organized pursuant to federal
and State requirements. The MPO responses would be short narrative summaries that identify
how the RTP-SCS addressed the requirements. After the RTPA Review Report is completed, the
CTC can determine whether or not to change from a checklist to a questionnaire format for the
RTPAs. The standardized questionnaire or checklist should cite the exact federal and state
requirements at the end of each question, correct any erroneous statutory citations, and add
relevant statutes that are missing. Each checklist item needs the corresponding statutory
requirement identified.

Recommendation #5: Expand the RTP checklist to identify the specific federal RTP
requirements suggested in Appendix G.

Recommendation #6: Expand the RTP checklist to identify the specific state RTP requirements
suggested in Appendix H.

Recommendation #7: As the state of practice for developing SCSs has evolved, the CTC should
include more SCS element-focused Best Practices in the RTP Guidelines. The CTC should
request MPO and stakeholder submittal of Best Practices examples for successful SCS elements
as used in their latest RTPs. This recommendation will not be used to establish a baseline for
SCS development.

Recommendation #8: As a best practice, the RTP Guidelines could recommend that MPOs add
the terms in Appendix T: Suggested Terms to Include in RTP-SCS Glossary, and their
definitions to RTP-SCS glossaries to facilitate better public understanding of scenario planning,
forecasting, modeling and performance measures concepts.

Recommendation #9: During the development of the next RTP Guidelines update, the CTC and
Caltrans should continue to use a facilitated process similar to what was done in the development
of the 2010 RTP Guidelines; allowing for the viewpoints of multiple stakeholders during the
development of the 2010 RTP Guidelines. There are now numerous stakeholders interested in
active participation in the development of the next RTP Guidelines. The CTC and Caltrans
should schedule multiple workshops, track and document all comments, and develop a
transparent process demonstrating that the CTC considered inclusion of all stakeholder
comments.
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Recommendation #10: The CTC should expand guidance in the RTP Guidelines to assist MPOs
in achieving compliance with the federal requirements as they consult and engage with the Tribal
Governments in the development and implementation of the public participation plan.

Recommendation #11: The CTC should continue collaboration with MPOs, RTPAs, State
agencies, and Tribal Governments to complete the development of a core set of standardized
performance measures and indicators that align with federal and state requirements.

Recommendation #12: The CTC should also provide guidance on how current State
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Guidelines can affect RTPs, and how the new
requirements or processes could impact how RTPs are developed and implemented.

Recommendation # 13: Align the RTP Guidelines to reflect changes to the environmental
review process and traffic impact analysis methodology resulting from SB 743 and the shift from
Level of Service measurement to Vehicle Miles Traveled. It should be noted; however, that

SB 743 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidance is not final at this time and
implementation issues still need to be evaluated. Only final SB 743 CEQA guidance will be
reflected in the RTP Guidelines.

Recommendation #14: As technological advances in transportation evolve (i.e. shared mobility,
autonomous and connected vehicles etc.), the next RTP Guidelines development process should
include a discussion of the challenges associated with long range planning to address new
infrastructure considerations and needs in this emerging policy area.
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Chapter 1—MPOs and RTPs: Then and Now

For over 40 years, federal laws, State statute, and regulations have required that MPOs in
California prepare RTPs. An RTP is a long-range planning document (covering a minimum of
20 years) created through extensive public and stakeholder input, along with the cooperation of
FHWA, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Caltrans, the California ARB and the
California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD).

The purpose of the RTP is to:

e Establish regional goals

e Identify present and future transportation needs, deficiencies, and constraints

Analyze potential solutions

Estimate available transportation funding

Propose investments

Through the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)identify a forecasted development
pattern, integrated with the transportation network and policies, which will reduce
regional GHG emissions for cars and light trucks

Per the 2010 California Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, an RTP is defined as:

“...a Federal and State mandated planning document prepared by MPOs and RTPAs. The plan
describes existing and projected transportation needs, conditions and financing affecting all
modes within a 20-year horizon”.

The FHWA defines a Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) as:

“A document resulting from regional or statewide collaboration and consensus on a region or
State’s transportation system, and serving as the defining vision for the region’s or state’s
transportation systems and services. In metropolitan areas, the plan indicates all of the
transportation improvements scheduled for funding over the next 20 years.”

For some urbanized areas, it may also be referred to as a Metropolitan Transportation Plan
(MTP).

Regional planning in California involves unique aspects different from other states. California
has 58 counties, each of which has its own local transportation agency or transportation
commission. California has some of the largest MPOs in the country (18) in terms of both
population and land base. Pursuant to Government Code Section 29532 et seq., 26 RTPAs also
exist and prepare RTPs. A total of 21 of the RTPAS represent rural areas and counties and 5
RTPAs are located within MPOs. See Map of California MPOs and Transportation Planning
Agencies RTPAs on page 9 (Figure 1).

Two additional features unique to California notably impact the development of contemporary
RTPs and their regional transportation improvement programs (RTIPs): 1) SB 375 (Steinberg,
2008), significant State legislation related to GHG emissions reduction goals and strategies; 2)

Page 7



2015 MPO RTP REVIEW REPORT

Transportation funding generated at the local level through the passage of city and county Sales
Tax Measures focused on transportation improvements (See Appendix A: California MPOs with
Counties that have Local Transportation Sales Tax Measures and Related Transportation

Expenditure Plans). It is important to note that the planning requirements specified in SB 375
pertain only to MPOs.
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Figure 1: Map of California Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) and Transportation Planning Agencies
(RTPAS)

CALIFORNIA
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California MPOs and RTP-A Historical Perspective

MPOs are regional agencies created by federal law passed in the early 1970s. MPOs are typically
organized into governance structures called councils of governments and are directed by boards
comprised of representatives from local governments and transportation agencies. One of the
primary core functions of an MPO is to develop an RTP through a planning process that adheres
to federal planning regulations and State statute. The FHWA specifies that the other core
functions of an MPO include:

e Establish a setting for regional decision-making

¢ Involve the public in this decision-making

e ldentify and evaluate alternative transportation improvement options; prepare an Overall
Work Program (OWP)

o Develop a Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP)!

The first RTPs were developed in the mid-1970s by both MPOs and RTPAs. On April 1, 1975,
41 RTPs were submitted to the California Transportation Board, the predecessor to the CTC, to
be included in the first CTP. Over half of the RTPs, 23, were prepared by Caltrans for regional
agencies. In its July 1975 proposed CTP, Caltrans included plan summaries prepared by the
Caltrans districts and planning agencies for each of the RTPs except for the Tahoe MPO. See
Appendix L: Brief History of Regional Transportation Planning in California, for additional
historical information about the genesis of regional transportation planning in California, and
also Appendix M: Map—California Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (1975).2

California MPOs and RTPs Today

Since the first California RTPs were generated almost 40 years ago, the number of MPOs and
RTPAs required to produce them has increased. Currently, there are 18 MPOs and 26 RTPAsS
with member jurisdictions of 58 counties and 480 incorporated cities.® This Report is a review of
the 18 MPOs current RTPs. One MPO, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
which encompasses nine counties of the San Francisco Bay Area, has its genesis in California
law. Another MPO, the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO) is a bi-state agency
created by the United States Congress and a compact between California and Nevada, governed
by federal, California, and Nevada statutes. Except for TMPO, all California MPO boundaries
align along county boundaries; four are multi-county; the remaining ones are located within a
single county.

! The Transportation Planning Process: Key Issues, FHWA,
http://www.planning.dot.gov/documents/briefingbook/bbook_07.pdf, accessed July 1, 2014, p. 4.

2 Caltrans, California Transportation Plan, Volume 2 — Regional Transportation Plan Summaries, July 1975.

3 California Department of Housing and Community Development, Housing Element Compliance Report dated
December 29, 2014, http://hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/plan/he/status.pdf, accessed December 30, 2014.
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In addition:

e The 18 MPOs represent 84 percent of California’s population.

e Four of the largest MPOs in the nation reside in California and represent over
three-fourths of the State’s total population: Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG), MTC, Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) and
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG).

e Thirteen are single-county MPOs that represent 22 percent of total county population.

e Ten are federally-designated Transportation Management Areas (TMAS).

e 61 percent of Federally-recognized Tribal Governments are located within MPO areas.

e 58 percent of Federally-recognized Tribal Governments are located within RTPA areas”.

Appendix N: California Metropolitan Planning Organizations, provides additional information
about California MPOs regarding: year created, population data, member jurisdictions, federally
recognized Tribal Governments, and adoption date of current RTP.

The length and content of California RTPs prepared by MPOs have grown gradually in size over
the years. However, MPO RTPs have doubled in size following the passage of SB 375 in 2008.
SB 375 added the following requirements to an RTP prepared by an MPO:

e Transportation projects identified in the RTP must be modeled to determine their impacts
on regional GHG emissions.

e The RTP must contain an SCS that includes a forecasted development pattern for the
region, which, when integrated with the transportation network and other transportation
measures and policies, will reduce the GHG emissions from automobiles and light trucks
to achieve, if feasible, the GHG emission reduction target approved for the region by
ARB.

e The MPO will need to increase its coordination with cities and counties within the region
to work towards strategies that will reduce regional GHG emissions.

e The MPO must prepare an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) if the SCS is unable to
reduce the GHG emissions to achieve the GHG emission reduction targets established by
the ARB. The APS shall be a separate document from the RTP, but it may be adopted
concurrently with the RTP (not subject to CEQA).

These new requirements must be reflected not only in the RTP itself, but also in the associated
appendices, public participation plans, and environmental documents. Additional time and
resources were needed to prepare SB 375 compliant RTPs and the new requirements resulted in
larger documents. The increase in RTP and supporting documentation length as a result of new
content related to SB 375 is reflected in Table 1 on the following page.

RTPs are often used as a planning document to bridge regional land use and transportation
because transportation planning recognizes the critical links between transportation and other
societal goals. Since the passage of SB 375, RTPs have been further recognized as a vehicle

4 Percentages of tribes within MPOs and RTPAs areas sum to greater than 100 percent because certain MPOs also
include RTPAs, and 7 tribes are in more than one MPO and/or RTPA.
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that uses transportation and land use to help shape an area’s economic health and quality of life.
The transportation system provides for the mobility of people and goods, and influences patterns
of growth and economic activity through accessibility to land. The performance of this system
affects public policy concerns, including, but not limited to: GHG emissions, natural resources,

environmental protection and conservation, social equity, smart growth, affordable housing,
jobs/housing balance, economic development, safety, and security.

The following Table (Table 1: Document Pages of 18 MPOs’ Pre-SB 375 RTP and Adopted
RTP-SCS Reviewed for 2015 MPO RTP Review Report) shows the volume of growth, by the
number of increased pages, between the most recent RTPs adopted prior to SB 375 and the first
adopted RTP-SCS for the eighteen MPOs. We acknowledge that there are increased costs
associated with preparing the RTP-SCS due to the adoption of SB 375.

Table 1: Document Pages of 18 MPOs’ Pre-SB 375 RTP and Adopted RTP-SCS Reviewed for 2015
MPO RTP Review Report

Pre-SB 375 RTP | Pre-SB 375 RTP | Most Recent | Number of Pages N“Fr,gbgg o
MPOs Number of Pages| Number of Pages | RTP-SCS RTP-SCS, Draft ar?d Final
RTP, Draft and Final |Adoption Date| Appendices, PPP PEIR
Appendices, PPP PEIR

1. Merced County
Association of 207 471 9/2014 410 259
Governments
2. Kings County
Association of 437 326 712014 500 478
Governments
3. Madera County
Transportation 366 497 7/2014 264 1,005
Commission
4. Tulare County
Association of 332 442 6/2014 516 942
Governments
5. San Joaguin Council 537 669|  6/2014 902 1,292
of Governments
6. Fresno Council of 551 506|  6/2014 2375 966
Governments
{. Kern Council of 320 450|  6/2014 643 1,183
Governments
8. Stanislaus Council 319 682 6/2014 982 564
of Governments
9. Association of
Monterey Bay Area 181 614 6/2014 544 1,254
Governments
10. Santa Barbara
County Association of 443 735 8/2013 879 1,212
Governments
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Table 1: Document Pages of 18 MPOs’ Pre-SB 375 RTP and Adopted RTP-SCS Reviewed for 2015
MPO RTP Review Report

Pre-SB 375 RTP | Pre-SB 375 RTP | Most Recent | Number of Pages N”Fr,‘;bgg o
MPOs Number of Pages| Number of Pages | RTP-SCS RTP-SCS, Draft ar?d Final
RTP, Draft and Final |Adoption Date| Appendices, PPP PEIR
Appendices, PPP PEIR

11. Metropolitan
Transportation 1,355 682 7/2013 3,168 5,754
Commission
12. Butte County
Association of 204 422 12/2012 447 380
Governments
13. Tahoe Metropolitan 218 384 12/2012 306 3,264
Planning Organization
14. Southern California
Association of 2,583 1,064 4/2012 2,768 642
Governments
15. Sacramento Area 932 1,567|  4/2012 2,241 1,217
Council of Governments
16. San Diego
Association of 702 1,088 10/2011 3,793 4,225
Governments
17. Shasta County
Regional Transportation 232 463 6/2015 386 494
Agency
18. San Luis Obispo 356 870,  12/2014 3,070 766
Council of Governments

TOTAL 10,275 11,598] TOTAL 24,194 25,897

For many of the MPOs, the FHWA and the FTA provided the majority of planning funds utilized
by the MPOs to conduct their respective transportation planning activities. These federal
metropolitan planning funds are referred to as PL (FHWA) and 5303 (FTA). Federal planning
funds are allocated to MPOs to ensure an annual source of planning funds is available to conduct
the federally required planning activities relating to the development of RTPs. MPOs have
received over $119 million during FY's 2013-14 and 201415 in PL and 5303 funds,
administered by Caltrans.

It is critical to note that as California MPOs are now subject to additional State regulations and
are required to address the connection between transportation and land use in order to reduce
GHG emissions, they must dedicate considerable resources to carry out SB 375 requirements.

Within the last five years, MPOs have received one-third ($30 million) of a $90 million

allocation of voter approved Proposition 84 funding (Sustainable Communities and Climate
Change Reduction) which they have used for SCS development, public outreach, data collection
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and increased modeling capacity to support SB 375 implementation.®> Additional resources
specific to SB 375 implementation beyond these funding programs have not been identified. See
Appendix J: Proposition 84-Strategic Growth Council Programs and MPOs, for additional
information.

RTP Guidelines and Previous Evaluation Reports
The RTP Guidelines have multiple purposes:

1. Promote an integrated, statewide, multi-modal, regional transportation planning process,
and effective transportation investments.

2. Set forth a uniform transportation planning framework throughout California by
identifying federal and State requirements and statutes impacting the development of the
RTPs.

3. Promote a continuous, comprehensive, and cooperative transportation planning process

that facilitates the rapid and efficient development and implementation of projects that

maintain California’s commitment to public health and environmental quality.

Promote a planning process that considers the views of all stakeholders.

Identify the requirements for development of an SCS to address the integration of land

use and transportation to achieve regional GHG reduction as specified by SB 375.

ok~

With these basic purposes in mind, and to inform and guide MPOs and RTPASs as they prepare
their RTPs, the CTC (and its predecessor the California Transportation Board), has issued RTP
Guidelines over the last 40 years.® Pursuant to California Gov. Code §14032(a), historically the
CTC has periodically requested Caltrans prepare a report for CTC consideration in the
development of each successive iteration of RTP Guidelines.

Since its creation in 1978, the CTC has issued nine versions of the RTP Guidelines and one
supplement. The first edition in 1978 consisted of 18 pages of guidelines and 55 pages of federal
and State laws and regulations in appendices. The current edition, the 2010 RTP Guidelines,
consists of a total of 245 pages of guidelines and appendices.

Along with input from MPOs, RTPAsS, and other stakeholders, regional planners in the Caltrans
Division of Transportation Planning (DOTP) have generated seven RTP evaluation reports since
September 1979. The last Report was provided to the CTC in 2003. Appendix O provides a
chronology that sets forth RTP Guidelines and RTP adoption timeframes, identifies major

5> CA Public Resources Code 75065(c) states: The sum of ninety million dollars ($90,000,000) shall be available for
planning grants and planning incentives, including revolving loan programs and other methods to encourage the
development of regional and local land use plans that are designed to promote water conservation, reduce
automobile use and fuel consumption, encourage greater infill and compact development, protect natural resources
and agricultural lands, and revitalize urban and community centers. The complete text of Proposition 84 can be
found at http://www.parks.ca.gov/pages/1008/files/prop 84 text.pdf, accessed February 28, 2015.

6 California Gov. Code §14522 provides “[i]n cooperation with the regional transportation planning agencies, the
commission may prescribe study areas for analysis and evaluation by such agencies and guidelines for the
preparation of the regional transportation plans.”
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legislation that triggered RTP Guidelines revisions and corresponding RTP updates, and
highlights certain key policy and planning areas from respective federal and State legislation.

In addition to drawing upon past RTP Evaluation Reports, the CTC looks to federal and state
legislation to initiate its updates to the RTP Guidelines. For example, as discussed earlier, the
2010 RTP Guidelines were updated mainly to reflect California’s SB 375 climate change
legislative requirements.

Organization of the 2015 MPO RTP Review Report

Consistent with past evaluation reports, over the course of Chapters 2—8, the 2015 RTP Review
Report will identify general RTP Guidelines and Checklist improvements as well as outline the
background and requirements for each RTP focus area that was reviewed, provide an explanation
of the review methodology and results, and outline specific recommendations that have been
identified to improve or clarify the RTP Guidelines in these focus areas.
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Chapter 2—General RTP Guidelines and Checklist
Improvements

To identify general improvements to the 2010 RTP Guidelines and Checklist, both of these
documents and all federal and State requirements referenced therein were carefully reviewed.
Next, a master table of every guidelines chapter section and corresponding statutory
requirements, recommendations and best practices was created which is provided as Appendix P:
Master Review Table of 2010 RTP Guidelines Chapter Sections and Corresponding
Requirements, Recommendations, Best Practices. Federal RTP requirements that are not
currently specified in the checklist and are recommended to be included in the next update were
compiled and are provided in Appendix G. State RTP requirements that are not currently
specified in the checklist and are recommended to be included in the next update were also
compiled and are provided in Appendix H. This information was used to formulate
recommendations to address the following questions:

e What changes/additions to the RTP Guidelines should be made in order to ensure the
document identifies all federal and state requirements relating to the development of
RTPs?

e What changes/additions should be made to the RTP Checklist contained in the RTP
Guidelines to ensure it captures federal and state requirements and facilitates a
transparent RTP?

e How can the Guidelines and Checklist be improved to assist the MPOs in their RTP
development?

General RTP Guidelines and Checklist Improvements

Detailed review of the 2010 RTP Guidelines, Checklist, and relevant statutes resulted in the
following recommendations for suggested improvements to the next iteration of the Guidelines:

Recommendation #1: To comply with Assembly Bill 441 (AB 441) (Monning, 2012), the next
update of the RTP Guidelines shall include an attachment (pursuant to California Government
Code §14522.3) of the policies, practices, or projects that have been employed by MPOs that
promote health and health equity.

Recommendation #2: The CTC and Caltrans will need to ensure the next update of the RTP
Guidelines addresses any recent federal RTP requirements promulgated since the last update of
the RTP Guidelines in 2010. The guidelines should also include relevant federal requirements
when the FHWA releases the Final Rules regarding performance measures, as well as any other
new planning-related requirements pursuant to the FAST Act and any other federal or State
statutory requirements enacted as the guidelines are developed.

Recommendation #3: The CTC should consider developing two separate guidelines, one for
MPOs and one for RTPAs. The increased complexity of federal and state requirements for MPOs
has created a wider gap between MPO requirements and RTPA requirements.
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Recommendation #4: For the MPOs, the CTC should consider changing from a “checklist
approach” with “yes/no” responses to a standardized questionnaire organized pursuant to federal
and state requirements. The MPO responses would be short narrative summaries that identify
how the RTP-SCS addressed the requirements. After the RTPA Review Report is completed, the
CTC can determine whether or not to change from a checklist to a questionnaire format for the
RTPAs. The standardized questionnaire or checklist should cite the exact federal and State
requirements at the end of each question, correct any erroneous statutory citations, and add
relevant statutes that are missing. Each checklist item needs the corresponding statutory
requirement identified.

Recommendation #5: Expand the RTP checklist to identify the specific federal RTP
requirements suggested in Appendix G.

Recommendation #6: Expand the RTP checklist to identify the specific state RTP requirements
suggested in Appendix H.

Table 2 highlights the areas that could be expanded upon:

Table 2: Incorporating Recommendation #5
and Recommendation #6

Appendix G:
Federal RTP Checklist Requirements

Metropolitan Planning

Public and Stakeholder Participation

Financial Element

Appendix H:
State RTP Checklist Requirements

Full access to public programs and activities

Consistent outreach efforts

Public receipt of notices

Model(s) dissemination determination

Model(s) dissemination process

Best practically available scientific information
re. resource areas and farmland

Page 18



2015 MPO RTP REVIEW REPORT

Chapter 3—Focus Area #1: Sustainable Communities Strategy

Focus Area Background

SB 375 (Steinberg, 2008) entitled “The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of
2008,” was passed in California within an overarching climate change and GHG emissions
reduction policy context, the goals of which were first articulated in 2005 when then Governor
Arnold Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order S3-05. The California State Legislature enacted
Assembly Bill (AB) 32 (Nunez, 2006), The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which set up
the legal and policy framework to address climate change by reducing GHG emissions to 1990
levels by the year 2020. AB 32 authorized the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to regulate
sources of GHG emissions that effect climate change, among other things. SB 375 was crafted to
support California climate change policy goals and framework within the context of
transportation, land use and metropolitan regional planning.

Under SB 375, the ARB is responsible for setting GHG reduction targets for 2020 and 2035 for
each of the eighteen MPOs in California. These targets were established by the Board in 2010
using a metric of per capita GHG emission reductions from passenger vehicles and light trucks.
The ARB is also responsible for making a determination as to whether the SCS, if implemented,
would achieve the regional targets set by the ARB.

Focus Area Requirements
SB 375 influenced MPO regional planning and RTP development as follows:

e Requires the ARB to set regional targets for each MPO for reducing GHG emissions
from light trucks and cars within their region by 2020 and 2035. California Government
Code 865080(b)(2)(A).

e Requires CTC, in consultation with Caltrans and ARB, to maintain guidelines for travel
demand modeling that MPOs use to develop their RTPs. California Government
Code 814522.1.

e Requires MPOs to adopt an SCS, as part of their RTP, which specifies how the GHG
emissions reduction target set by ARB would be achieved for the region. California
Government Code §65080(b)(2)(B) et seq.

e Requires the SCS to include a forecasted development pattern for the region, which,
when integrated with the transportation network, and other transportation measures and
policies will reduce the GHG emissions from automobiles and light trucks to achieve, if
feasible, the GHG emission reduction target approved for the region by ARB.

e Requires transportation projects identified in the RTP to be modeled to determine their
impacts on regional GHG emissions.
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e Requires the MPO to increase coordination with jurisdictions in the region to work
toward strategies that will reduce regional GHG emissions.

e Requires the ARB to conduct a limited review of each MPO’s RTP-SCS to accept or
reject the MPO’s determination that the RTP-SCS would, if implemented, achieve the
region’s target. California Government Code 865080(b)(2)(J)(ii)

e Requires an MPO, if it finds that it cannot meet its targets with the SCS, to prepare an
APS that identifies the actions that would need to be taken to achieve the targets. The
APS is separate from the RTP and does not need to be financially constrained as are the
RTP and the SCS.

e Exempts certain projects defined as transit priority projects from CEQA requirements.
Such projects need to meet specific criteria and be consistent with an SCS or APS that
has been determined to achieve the regional GHG emissions reduction target by the ARB.
California Public Resources Code 821155 et seq.

To meet the new SB 375 requirements, additional MPO time and resources were necessary to
collaborate with local governments, stakeholders and the public, to model alternative future
scenarios, to comply with extensive new public participation requirements, and develop new
components in the RTP document, but also in the RTP’s appendices, and public participation
plans.

Focus Area Review Methodology

This focus area review was conducted through the development of a matrix consisting of
questions pulled from the 2010 RTP Checklist related to federal and State requirements for the
RTP-SCS as specified in 23 CFR 450.322 and California Government Code

Section 65080(b)(2)(B). Utilizing the responses provided by the MPOs to these questions in the
RTP-SCS Checklist, the corresponding sections of the RTP-SCS, appendices and public
participation plans were reviewed. Observations regarding content for the focus area were then
recorded in the review matrix. See Appendix Q: Sustainable Communities Strategy—MPO-RTP
Review Questions Matrix for a template of the review matrix used. Completed MPO-RTP
Review Questions Matrices for each MPO are on file at the Division of Transportation Planning,
Caltrans.

Additionally, a review and inventory was conducted for each adopted RTP-SCS planning
scenario, this information is available in Appendix B. Finally, a separate review and inventory
was taken of the demographic forecasting and travel demand modeling tools used in the 18
MPOs’ RTP-SCS based upon the following 2010 RTP Checklist question: General 5: Does the
RTP specify how travel demand modeling methodology, results and key assumptions were
developed as part of the RTP process? (CA Government Code 14522.2), this information is
available in Appendix D.
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As the ARB is the responsible entity for determining whether the SCS, if implemented, would
achieve the regional targets set by the ARB, a review of ARB staff reports and ARB actions were
conducted to determine how SCS requirements were met.

Focus Area Results
ARB Evaluation of SCSs — Did SCSs Achieve Their Targets?

ARB’s review of an SCS is limited to a technical evaluation to determine whether the SCS, if
implemented, would achieve the regional targets set by the ARB. All 18 MPOs have adopted
their first SCS; however, two MPOs were initially unable to meet the ARB’s GHG emission
reduction targets and are currently planning to, or are in the process of, amending their adopted
RTP-SCS, to demonstrate target achievement. As of January 1, 2016, the ARB has completed a
technical evaluation of the GHG emission determinations from 16 MPOs, including two SCSs
from SANDAG, concluding that they are all able to achieve their regional targets. See Tables 3
and 4 for ARB actions taken regarding GHG quantification and a summary of SCS performance.
For a complete historical summary of SB 375 implementation including MPO RTP Adoption
and ARB Review please see Appendix C.

It should be noted that RTPs are also subject to thorough review by federal and state agencies
through the air quality conformity determination process. This consultation process includes
federal and State agencies (US Environmental Protection Agency-US EPA, Federal Highway
Administration-FHWA, Federal Transit Administration-FTA, Caltrans and ARB), MPOs and
local transit providers. Pursuant to a 2004 Memorandum of Understanding the FHWA and the
FTA (in consultation with the US EPA Region 9 Office) jointly review the conformity analysis
of an adopted RTP to determine if it conforms to the applicable State Implementation Plan (SIP)
pursuant to US EPA’s Transportation Conformity Rule, 40 CFR Parts 51and 93. Table 3
includes information on both the RTPs’ adoption dates and effective dates. The effective date is
pursuant to federal requirements reflecting the date that the FHWA and the FTA issue their joint
conformity determination for the 18 MPOs.
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Table 3: Adoption Dates and FHWA Conformity Determination Effective Dates for First SCSs

Metropolitan Planning MPO Board ARB SB 375 GHG FHWA Conformity
Organization (MPO) Adoption Date Quantification Determination for
RTPs with SCS Determination Executive Nonattainment or
Order or Resolution Attainment-Maintenance
Area
(RTP Effective Date)
Merced CAG 9/2014 Pending amended SCS 12/12/2014
Kings CAG 7/2014 10/22/2015 12/12/2014
Madera CTC 7/2014 Pending amended SCS 12/12/2014
Tulare CAG 6/2014 10/22/2015 12/12/2014
San Joaquin COG 6/2014 5/21/2015 12/12/2014
Fresno COG 6/2014 1/29/2015 12/12/2014
Kern COG 6/2014 7/23/2015 12/12/2014
Stanislaus COG 6/2014 6/25/2015 12/12/2014
AMBAG 6/2014 11/20/2014 *

Santa Barbara CAG 8/2013 11/21/2013 *
MTC-ABAG 7/2013 4/10/2014 8/12/2013
Butte CAG 12/2012 4/25/2013 1/23/2013

Tahoe MPO 12/2012 4/25/2013 1/23/2013
SCAG 4/2012 6/4/2012 6/4/2012
SACOG 4/2012 6/12/2012 5/3/2012
SANDAG 10/2011 11/18/2011 12/2/2011
San Luis Obispo COG 4/2015 6/25/2015 *
Shasta County RTA 6/2015 10/22/2015 *

* Because AMBAG, Santa Barbara CAG, San Luis Obispo COG, and Shasta County RTPA are in attainment maintenance areas, an
FHWA conformity determination is not required. These MPOs have the option to update their RTP every 5 years. See Title 23

CFR Part 450.322(c).

Because of the cyclical nature of the RTP-SCS updates, several MPOs have already begun
developing and adopting their second SCS. Table 4 summarizes the original targets established
by ARB for each of the 18 regions, the dates of adoption of the first SCSs for each region, the
forecasted GHG emissions reductions from these SCSs, and the status of ARB’s technical

evaluations.
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Table 4: Summary of SB 375 Targets, SCS Performance, and RTP-SCS Update Cycles

MPO Regional Targets:1 SCS Performance: 15t RTP/SCS Expected
Adoption 2nd
RTP/SCS
2020 2035 2020 2035 Adoption
SANDAG* -7 percent | -13 percent | -14 percent -13 percent October 2011 2015
SCAG* -8 percent | -13 percent -9 percent -16 percent April 2012 2016
SACOG* -7 percent | -16 percent | -10 percent -16 percent April 2012 2016
MTC/ABAG* | -7 percent | -15 percent | -10 percent -16 percent July 2013 2017
Butte COG* 1 percent | 1 percent -2 percent -2 percent December 2012 2016
Tahoe MPO* | -7 percent | -5 percent -12 percent -7 percent December 2012 2016
Santa 0 percent | O percent -10 percent -15 percent August 2013 2017
Barbara*
Monterey 0 percent | -5 percent -3.5 percent -5.9 percent June 2014 2018
Bay*
San Luis -8 percent | -8 percent 9.4 percent 10.9 percent April 2015 2019
Obispo*
Shasta* 0 percent | 0 percent -4.7 percent -0.5 percent June 2015 2019
Stanislaus -5 percent | -10 percent | -26.0 percent -22 percent June 2014 2018
COG*
Kern COG* -5 percent | -10 percent | -14.1 percent | -16.6 percent June 2014 2018
San Joaquin COG* | -5 percent | -10 percent | -24.4 percent | -23.7 percent June 2014 2018
Fresno COG* | -5 percent | -10 percent | -8.5 percent | -10.5 percent June 2014 2018
Tulare CAG* | -5 percent | -10 percent | -17.1 percent | -19.4 percent June 2014 2018
Madera CTC | -5 percent | -10 percent | 13.7 percent 9.1 percent July 2014 2018
Kings CAG* -5 percent | -10 percent | -5.1 percent | -12.1 percent July 2014 2018
Merced CAG | -5 percent | -10 percent | -9.6 percent -5.9 percent | September 2014 2018

1 Targets were adopted by ARB in 2010 and are expressed as a percent change in per capita

greenhouse gas emissions relative to 2005.

2 The term “performance” refers to the MPO’s estimate of per capita GHG reductions that would

be achieved if the SCS were implemented.

* indicates that ARB has completed a technical evaluation of the MPO’s GHG quantification and
accepted the MPO’s determination that the SCS, if implemented, would achieve the regional

targets.

Source: Air Resources Board

The SCSs reviewed by the ARB to date demonstrate the use of several common land use and

transportation strategies to meet the regional GHG reduction targets. These include sustainable
land use policies such as urban infill, mixed use, and more compact development which locate

new jobs and housing closer to existing or planned transit. These land use policies are supported
by an increase in the amount of investment in transit and active transportation infrastructure,
often by shifting funds away from new roadway capacity expansion projects. Several SCSs also

make use of transportation demand management measures to reduce single-occupancy vehicle
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travel and encourage alternative modes of travel. These measures include support for vanpool
and carpool programs and developing or expanding complete streets and safe routes to school
programs.

Overall, the regional transportation planning process has become more transparent and more
inclusive, resulting in the public and stakeholders being much more engaged in the process.
MPOs are responsible for developing a SCS as an integral part of their regularly updated RTP.
The SCS contains land use, housing, and transportation strategies that, if implemented, would
achieve the targets set by the ARB. Through collaboration between MPOs and local
governments, alternative planning scenarios are evaluated in the development of the RTP/SCS.
Once the RTP/SCS is adopted by the MPO, the ARB must determine whether the SCS, if
implemented, would achieve its targets. If a region finds that it cannot meet its targets, it must
prepare an APS that identifies the actions that would need to be taken to achieve the targets.
Ultimately, it is through local land use decisions and project approvals by local governments that
many of the policies and strategies of the SCS will be implemented. SB 375 offers CEQA
streamlining incentives to developers and local governments for projects that are consistent with
the region’s SCS.

This new planning process integrates land use, transportation, and housing policies and has
resulted in numerous improvements in the way that regions and local governments plan for the
future. The MPOs have collaborated closely with local governments to develop forecasts of
future growth and development, and to formulate a set of strategies by which land use policies
can be better integrated with the transportation system. The process has also led to greater
collaboration and communication among the MPOs on common technical and policy challenges.
MPOs have improved their travel demand models in response to the need for new tools that can
evaluate the impact of land use strategies on travel activity. Scenario planning is now widely
embraced by the MPOs and the public, and this has encouraged a broader dialogue about many
inter-related regional goals and provides the public and decision makers with information to
make choices among alternative visions for the future. Some MPOs have established or
expanded local funding programs as incentives for local governments to support sustainable land
use policies and implementation of the SCS.

ARB Observations Regarding Community Benefits of an SCS

ARB staff observed that regional goals for the RTP/SCSs are evolving in response to SB 375,
and with them, the performance measures used by the MPOs to assess achievement of these
goals. Public involvement in the SCS development process has helped to expand the list of
performance measures beyond the traditional transportation mobility-based metrics to include
those that reflect quality of life, public health, social equity, natural resources preservation,
among others. While the focus of SB 375 is reducing GHG emissions from cars and light duty
trucks, MPOs are finding that the strategies to achieve climate goals are often the same ones that
help to achieve other important community goals. These goals include reducing infrastructure
costs, increasing access to transportation options, increasing the supply of affordable housing,
preserving open space and agricultural land, improving air quality, and improving public health
as a result of opportunities for biking and walking.
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Review of Demographic Forecasts, Planning Assumptions and Travel Demand Modeling

Regional travel models have been used by MPOs in RTPs planning for decades. They are also a
readily available tool for MPOs to quantify GHG emissions reductions for purposes of SB 375.
However, most travel models were not designed to be sensitive to variables such as land use.
Therefore, MPOs used additional tools, such as land use scenario planning tools, to determine if
the SCS would achieve the SB 375 targets. Further, the complexity and variability in the
modeling systems used by MPOs across the State make it difficult for the public to engage in
discussions about technical issues such as assumptions and forecasts. MPOs have used scenario
planning tools to enable better communication with the public throughout the SCS development
process.

Federal regulations require adequate technical documentation of the input assumptions and the
methods used to develop travel demand forecasts. The FHWA requires that “such documentation
should be readily available to all interested parties, consistent with the public involvement
provisions in the planning regulations.” 23 CFR 450.316 (b) (1)’. SB 375 added California
Government Code Section 14522.2(a) which reads:

“A metropolitan planning organization shall disseminate the methodology, results, and key
assumptions of whichever travel demand models it uses in a way that would be useable and
understandable to the public.”

The 2010 RTP Guidelines Checklist includes a question regarding the above-referenced State
requirement. It would be useful to add an additional question to the checklist that further aligns
with both the federal and State requirements, such as:

How did the MPO disseminate the methodology, results, and key assumptions of the
travel demand models it uses in a way that was useable and understandable to the public?
23 CFR Part 450.316(a); 23 CFR 450.316 (d); CA Gov. Code 814522.2(a)

Caltrans staff conducted a review and inventory of the demographic forecasting and travel
demand modeling tools used in the eighteen MPOs’ RTP-SCSs. This review was conducted
based upon the following 2010 RTP Checklist question: General 5: Does the RTP specify how
travel demand modeling methodology, results and key assumptions were developed as part of the
RTP process (CA Government Code 14522.2)? The results are located in Appendix D

7 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Office of Planning, Environment, and
Realty, Certification Checklist for Travel Forecasting Methods, http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/certcheck.cfm,
accessed January 14, 2015. Every four years FHWA California Division and the Federal Transit Administration
(FHWAV/FTA) conduct a joint review of each California MPO that serves as a transportation management area
(TMA) to certify that it is performing the metropolitan planning processes pursuant to Federal statutes and
regulations (“Certification Review”). TMAs include an urbanized area of 200,000 persons or larger. Ten of the
eighteen California MPOs (56 percent) are TMAs. The remaining eight non-TMA MPOs must self-certify to
FHWA/FTA that they are complying with federal requirements. All MPOs are required to submit a signed
certification pursuant to the Master Fund Transfer Agreement (MFTA) between the MPO and Caltrans in order to
receive their allocation of annual federal planning grant funding.
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(California MPO RTP-SCS Regional Demographic Forecasting, Land Use Scenario Planning
and TDM Models and Tools) which provides a compilation of the information for each of the
MPOs.8 In addition to the RTP-SCS, technical appendices, and supplemental reports were
reviewed. A comprehensive review of the ARB staff reports was also required to find this
information.

As shown on the following Table 5, all 18 MPOs have specified and shown how their travel
demand modeling methodology, results and key assumptions were developed as part of the RTP
process. Table 5 provides the page number or location for this travel demand modeling
information, and provides the results and response to the 2010 RTP Checklist General Question
No. 5 for each MPO RTP-SCS reviewed for the 2015 MPO RTP Review Report.

Table 5: MPO Response to 2010 RTP Guidelines Checklist General Question No. 5:
Does the RTP specify how travel demand modeling methodology, results and key
assumptions were developed as part of the RTP process? (Government Code
14522.2)
MPO Yes/No Page # - MPO Response
AMBAG Yes Appendix F
BCAG Yes Page 4-30
Fresno COG Yes Pages 1-2 through 1-3
Kern COG Yes Pages 1-1 through 1-6; Chapter 5
Kings CAG Yes Pages 2-12, 12-18; Appendix B
Madera CTC Yes Pages 3-4; Chapter 5 and Chapter 6
Merced CAG Yes Page 33
MTC Yes Draft Summary of Predicted Traveler
Responses
SACOG Yes Chapter 5A-5C
SANDAG Yes Appendix B; Appendix D; TA 3; TA 15
San Joaquin COG Yes Air Quality Document
Santa Barbara CAG Yes Section 5.2; Appendix B and C; EIR
SCAG Yes Transportation Conformity Appendix
Stan COG Yes Chapter 4 and Chapter 6
Tahoe MPO Yes Chapter 7 and Appendix A
Tulare CAG Yes Pages 3-6 through 3-22
San Luis Obispo Yes Appendix C
COG
Shasta RTA Yes Technical Methodology Appendix
Source: MPO 2010 RTP Checklists, on file with Office of Regional Planning, Division
of Transportation Planning, Caltrans.

8 All MPOs used the current version of ARB’s Emission FACtors (EMFAC) model at the time of developing their
RTP-SCS, therefore an “EMFAC” column is not included in Table 7. EMFAC is a California specific computer
model that calculates daily emissions of air pollutants from on-road motor vehicles operating in California.
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Review of RTP-SCS Technical and Supplemental Appendices

The role that technical and supplemental appendices play in the MPO’s RTP-SCS varies. Some
plans directly refer to the appendices in the body of the RTP-SCS and/or the RTP Checklist
while other others make no reference or refer to the appendices as non-binding and for
information only. During the next RTP Guidelines update, the MPOs and the CTC should
discuss the status of technical and supplemental appendices in an RTP-SCS, and in particular,
any uniform formats that they could develop and use in future RTP-SCS preparation to facilitate
better public understanding of the information.

Suggested Terms to Add to the RTP-SCS Glossaries

Most of the MPO’s RTP-SCS include a helpful glossary of terms either in the main document or
as a separate appendix. The glossaries typically include acronyms and terms related to many
aspects of transportation and planning, with a wide range of how comprehensive the list is. In
order to promote better public understanding of scenario planning, forecasting, modeling, and
performance measures, Appendix T: Suggested Terms to Include in RTP-SCS Glossary is a list
that can be used as a starting point for discussion to develop a core list of terms that should be
included in every RTP-SCS glossary.

Future ARB Target Update

Because of the cyclical nature of RTP-SCS updates, several MPOs have already begun
developing and adopting their second SCS. Table 4 has summarized the targets established by
the Board for each of the 18 regions, the dates of adoption of the regional SCSs, the forecasted
GHG reductions from these SCSs, and the status of ARB’s technical evaluations.

The original targets were established by ARB in 20210. SB 375 requires ARB to update the
targets every eight years consistent with each MPO’s timeframe for updating its RTP under
federal law. Under specified circumstances the ARB may update targets every four years. The
ARB will begin working on a target update during 2016. As was done during initial
target-setting, ARB will encourage the MPOs to recommend updated targets based on new
planning scenarios that reflect new data and assumptions, new modeling tools (where applicable)
and refined land use, and transportation strategies. The new targets will be informed by past
SCS accomplishments and the improved technical capability of models to forecast emission
reductions from land use, and transportation strategies. The target update will be conducted
through a public process, including the exchange of technical information with affected and
expert agencies including the MPOs, Caltrans, local air districts, and local governments.
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Focus Area Recommendations

Based on the review of ARB documentation as well as focused review of the RTP-SCSs, the
following recommendation was identified to improve the Guidelines regarding the SCS focus
area:

Recommendation #7: As the state of practice for developing SCSs has evolved, the CTC should
include more SCS element-focused Best Practices in the RTP Guidelines. The CTC should
request MPO and stakeholder submittal of Best Practices examples for successful SCS elements
as used in their latest RTPs.
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Chapter 4—Focus Area #2: Public Participation Process
Focus Area Background

Consultation and coordination are part of the collaborative process in transportation planning.
Public participation and consultation during the development of the RTP is an essential element
of the overall RTP process. Public participation plans, public outreach, public awareness, and
public input are all part of this process (RTP Guidelines, page 61).

Focus Area Requirements

Development of the Public Participation Plan and the RTP shall include consultation and
coordination with all interested parties and shall, at a minimum, describe explicit procedures,
strategies and desired outcomes. Consultation shall not be limited to a public hearing notice to
the general public and stakeholders. Providing access to information to the general public,
incorporating public comments and input on plans, programs, and policies should also be
embraced (RTP Guidelines, pages 61 and 62).

According to the RTP Guidelines, p. 62, as part of the public participation process, the
consultation process shall:

e Provide adequate public notice and the opportunity to comment on proposed RTPs and

public participation plans.

Employ visualization techniques to describe the RTP.

Make the RTP electronically accessible, such as the internet.

Hold public hearings at convenient and accessible locations and times.

Demonstrate explicit consideration and response to public input on the RTP

(documentation).

e Seek out, and consider the needs of those traditionally underserved, by existing
transportation systems, such as low income and minority households.

e Provide additional opportunities to comment on the RTP and the Federal Transportation
Improvement Program, if the final version differs due to additional comments.

e Coordinate with the State transportation planning and public involvement processes.

e Periodically review intended RTP outcomes, products and/or services.

Focus Area Review Methodology

This focus area review was conducted through the development of a matrix consisting of
questions pulled from the 2010 RTP Checklist related to federal and state consultation and public
participation requirements for the RTP-SCS as specified in 23 CFR 450.322, 23 CFR 450.316,
California Government Code Sections 11135, 14522.2, and 65080(b)(2)(B). Utilizing the
responses provided by the MPOs to these questions in the RTP-SCS Checklist, the corresponding
sections of the RTP-SCS, appendices and public participation plans were reviewed. Observations
regarding content for the focus area were then recorded in the review matrix. See

Appendix R: Consultation and Public Participation-MPO-RTP Review Questions Matrix for a
template of the review matrix used. Completed MPO-RTP Review Questions Matrices for each
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MPO are on file at the Division of Transportation Planning, Caltrans. Additionally, a review of
the 18 MPOs’ RTP-SCS public participation plans and related documentation was conducted
pursuant to the FHWA California Division’s Planning Finding for the State of California’s 2015
FSTIP and all incorporated FTIPs of the California MPOs (2015 FSTIP Planning Finding). In
the 2015 FSTIP Planning Finding, FHWA requested that Caltrans and MPOs “pay continued
attention in both the statewide and metropolitan planning processes regarding consultation with
Indian Tribal Governments.”®

Focus Area Results

A review of each RTP-SCS public participation plan determined that general public participation
requirements for all of the MPOs appeared to be met according to federal and State requirements,
even with the added requirements of SB 375 that increased the transparency and public
participation requirements for the RTP-SCS development process. Appendix R (Consultation
and Public Participation-MPO-RTP Review Questions Matrix) describes in detail the various
categories MPOs are required to address to satisfy the federal and State consultation and public
participation process. The MPOs and the CTC should discuss the status of technical and
supplemental appendices in an RTP-SCS and consider uniform formats that could be developed
and used in the future to facilitate better public understanding of the information within the plan.
Additionally, in order to promote better public understanding of scenario planning, forecasting,
modeling and performance measures, Appendix T: Suggested Terms to Include in RTP-SCS
Glossary provides a list that can be used as a starting point for discussion to develop a core list of
terms that should be included in every RTP-SCS glossary.

Focus Area Recommendations

Based on the focused review of the RTP-SCSs and public participation plans, the following
recommendations were identified to improve the Guidelines and Checklist regarding this focus
area:

Recommendation #8: As a best practice, the RTP Guidelines could recommend that MPOs add
the terms in Appendix T: Suggested Terms to Include in RTP-SCS Glossary, and their
definitions to RTP-SCS glossaries to facilitate better public understanding of scenario planning,
forecasting, modeling, and performance measures concepts.

Recommendation #9: During the development of the next RTP Guidelines update, the CTC and
Caltrans should continue to use a facilitated process similar to what was done in the development
of the 2010 RTP Guidelines; allowing for the viewpoints of multiple stakeholders during the
development of the 2010 RTP Guidelines. There are now numerous stakeholders interested in
active participation in the development of the next RTP Guidelines. CTC and Caltrans should
schedule multiple workshops, track and document all comments, and develop a transparent
process demonstrating that the CTC considered inclusion of all stakeholder comments.

° U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, California Division, Planning Finding for
the State of California’s 2015 FSTIP, December 15, 2014, p. 3-4,on file, Climate Change and Regional Planning
Branch, Office of Regional Planning, Division of Transportation Planning, Caltrans.
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Chapter 5—Focus Area #3: Tribal Government Consultation

Focus Area Background

During the development of the RTP, Tribal Government Consultation can be described as the
MPO conducting meetings with representatives of the federally recognized Tribal Government
during the preparation of the RTP prior to taking action(s) on the plan and making sure to
consider input from the tribe. Tribal Government coordination is the comparison of the MPO’s
transportation plans, programs, projects and schedules with similar documents prepared by the
tribe. The MPO needs to ensure consistency with tribal plans and the RTP (RTP Guidelines,
page 71).

There are 110 federally-recognized Tribal Governments, almost 20 percent of the total number in
the United States, located in California.'® A total of 61 (55 percent) of the 110 federally-
recognized Tribal Governments in California are located within California MPO areas. As
sovereign nations, they are local land use authorities that participate in regional transportation
planning, develop their own long-range transportation plans and safety plans, and partner with
local, county, regional and state entities to plan, program and deliver transportation projects.
Tribal Governments in California significantly contribute to the local economies where they
reside.’* In addition, Tribal Governments with gaming facilities in California significantly
contribute to the local economies where they reside.!?

Focus Area Requirements

The RTP should include a discussion of consultation, coordination and communication with
federally recognized Tribal Governments when the tribes are located within the boundary of an
MPO. The MPO should establish a government-to-government relationship with each tribe in
the region. This refers to the protocol for communicating between the MPOs and the Tribal
Governments as a sovereign nation. This consultation process should be documented in the
RTP. The initial point of contact for the Tribal Governments should be the Tribe’s Chairperson
(RTP Guidelines, page 71).

10 The number of federally recognized tribal governments for purposes of this Report is 110. The Washoe Tribe of
Nevada and California includes the community of Woodfords located in Alpine County which has its own elected
council. Representatives from the Washoe Tribe have been engaged in statewide and regional transportation
planning with Caltrans and the Tahoe MPO. The most recent Federal Register lists 109 federally recognized tribes in
California, http://www.bia.gov/cs/groups/public/documents/text/idc006989.pdf, accessed December 17, 2014.
1 Chapter 3.1 Native American Freight Connections, California Freight Mobility Plan, 2014
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hag/tpp/offices/ogm/CEMP/Dec2014/3-1 123014.pdf#zoom=75;
Beacon Economics, LLC., 2014 California Tribal Gaming Impact Study,
:/ /www.yourtribaleconomy.com/media/uploads/2014-California-Tribal-Gaming-Impact-Study.pdf, accessed
January 7, 2015.
12 Beacon Economics, LLC., 2014 California Tribal Gaming Impact Study: An Updated Analysis of Tribal Gaming
Economic and Social Impacts with Expanded Study of RSTF and Charitable Effects, 2014,
://www.yourtribaleconomy.com/media/uploads/2014-California-Ttibal-Gaming-Impact-Studv.pdf, accessed

January 7, 2015.
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The MPO should develop protocol and communication methods for outreach and consultation
with the Tribal Governments. However, these protocol/communication methods should be
re-evaluated if the agencies are unsuccessful in obtaining a response during RTP development.
Documentation of the efforts to establish channels of communication is important (RTP
Guidelines, on page 71).

Seventy-two percent of California MPOs have federally-recognized Tribal Governments in their
regions. Pursuant to 23 CFR 450.316(e), MPOs are required to develop a separate, documented
procedure that outlines the roles, responsibilities, and key decision points for consulting with
Indian Tribal Governments throughout the regional planning process and development of the
RTP-SCS. In the 2015 FSTIP Planning Finding, the FHWA requested that Caltrans and MPOs
“pay continued attention in both the statewide and metropolitan planning processes regarding
consultation with Indian Tribal Governments.” The FHWA further recommended that “Caltrans
Regional Planning staff review these requirements with the non-TMA [Transportation
Management Area] MPOs within California to ensure documented procedures are established in
accordance with the Federal requirements.*3

Focus Area Review Methodology

This focus area review was conducted through the development of a matrix consisting of
questions pulled from the 2010 RTP Checklist related to federal and State consultation and
public participation requirements for the RTP-SCS as specified in 23 CFR 450.322, 23 CFR
450.316, California Government Code Sections 11135, 14522.2, and 65080(b)(2)(B). Utilizing
the responses provided by the MPOs to these questions in the RTP-SCS Checklist, the
corresponding sections of the RTP-SCS, appendices and public participation plans were
reviewed. Observations regarding content for the focus area were then recorded in the review
matrix. See Appendix R: Consultation and Public Participation—-MPO-RTP Review Questions
Matrix for a template of the review matrix used. Completed MPO-RTP Review Questions
Matrices for each MPO are on file at the Division of Transportation Planning, Caltrans.

A review of each RTP-SCS, public participation plan and related technical appendices was
carried out to determine whether the MPOs that have Federally-recognized Tribal Governments
in their regions conducted and documented the federally required, separate process of
meaningful engagement and consultation. The review was conducted with the following
questions in mind:

e Did the Federal Public Participation Plan (PPP) include tribal engagement and
consultation?

¢ How was consultation and engagement documented in the RTP?

¢ How was the consultation and engagement process described in RTP?

13 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, California Division, Planning Finding for
the State of California’s 2015 FSTIP, December 15, 2014, p. 3-4,.on file, Climate Change and Regional Planning
Branch, Office of Regional Planning, Division of Transportation Planning, Caltrans.
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Focus Area Results

The 12 MPOs with Tribal Governments in their regions represented in their RTP Checklist that
they met the federal requirements. Most of the MPOs included general information about the
Tribal Governments in their region to varying degrees in their public participation plan and/or in
RTP-SCS content. Some of the MPOs referred to the federal requirements, listed required
activities, and described how they intended to consult and engage with the Tribal Governments
in the public participation plan. Two of the MPOs, SANDAG and MTC, provided good
examples of how to achieve compliance with the federal requirements. In their RTP-SCS,
SANDAG and MTC set forth how they conducted the separate process of engagement and
consultation, and provided the related documentation. SANDAG and MTC’s separate process
that was conducted, along with the related description and documentation in the RTP-SCS, could
serve as models for the remaining MPQOs to comply with the federal requirements.*

There are many resources available to MPOs for assistance in this area. For example, the
Western Tribal Technical Assistance Program (Western TTAP), supported with federal funding,
provides not only technical services to California and Nevada Tribes but also to MPOs, RTPAs,
Caltrans, and local agencies regarding tribal transportation issues and how to work effectively
with Tribal Governments and Native communities.

Regarding general Tribal Government consultation requirements, all of the MPOs with Tribal
Governments in their regions documented conducting consultation, and appeared to meet federal
and state requirements. It should also be noted that in the 2015 FSTIP Planning Finding, the
FHWA requested that Caltrans and MPOs “pay continued attention in both the statewide and
metropolitan planning processes regarding consultation with Indian Tribal Governments.”%®

Focus Area Recommendations

Based on the focused review of the RTP-SCSs and public participation plans, the following
recommendation was identified to improve the Guidelines regarding this focus area:

Recommendation #10: The CTC should expand guidance in the RTP Guidelines to assist MPOs
in achieving compliance with the federal requirements as they consult and engage with the Tribal
Governments in the development and implementation of the public participation plan.

14 Information regarding SANDAG’s ongoing tribal engagement and consultation activities, along with RTP-SCS
information can be found at the following links:
http://www.sandag.org/?subclassid=105&fuseaction=home.subclasshome;
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?classid=19&subclassid=105&projectid=241& fuseaction=projects.detail;
http://www.sandag.org/uploads/2050RTP/F2050rtpC.pdf.

Information regarding MTC’s tribal engagement and consultation documented in the RTP-SCS can be found at:
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/get_involved/ppp/Final_PPP_Dec_ 3 2010.pdf;

http://planbayarea.org/pdf/Draft Plan_Bay Area/Draft PBA_ Govt-Govt Native American_Tribes.pdf; accessed
June 18, 2014. Information regarding Western TTAP can be found at http://www.nijc.org/ttap.html.

15 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, California Division, Planning Finding for
the State of California’s 2015 FSTIP, December 15, 2014, p. 3-4,.on file, Climate Change and Regional Planning
Branch, Office of Regional Planning, Division of Transportation Planning, Caltrans.
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Chapter 6—Focus Area #4: Financial Element and
Transportation Expenditures

Focus Area Background

Statutes and regulations at the federal and State level require RTPs to contain an estimate of
funds available for the 20 year planning horizon. The discussion of financial information is
fundamental to the development and implementation of the RTP. The financial portions of the
RTP identify the current and anticipated revenue sources and financing techniques available to
fund the planned transportation investments described in other portions of the RTP. The intent is
to define realistic financing constraints and opportunities. All projects, except illustrative
projects (i.e., unconstrained projects), must be fully funded in order to be included in the RTP.
With this financing information, alternatives are developed and used by the MPO, local agencies
and state decision-makers in funding transportation projects. During programming and project
implementation, the total cost of the project is refined and broken out by cost per phase (RTP
Guidelines, page 96). Additionally, pursuant to the RTP Guidelines (p. 97), there are six major
components that should be addressed in the financial portion of the plans:

Projected Available Funds

Projected Costs

Projected Operation and Maintenance Costs
Constrained RTP

Un-Constrained (Illustrative) List of Projects
Potential Funding Shortfall

Funding for California’s transportation network derives from federal, state, and local
governments along with private investments. Approximately 25 percent of the State’s
transportation funding comes from the federal government primarily through federal excise taxes
on diesel and gasoline. Exclusive to California are State requirements pursuant to SB 45 (Kopp,
1997) that divide state transportation funding into two programs. A total of 75 percent of those
federal and State funds go directly to MPOs and RTPASs that select projects to be included in
their Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), a component of the RTP, which the
CTC accepts (or rejects) in its entirety. The remaining 25 percent of this funding goes to the
Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP) which programs projects to “improve
state highways, the intercity passenger rail system, and interregional movement of people,
vehicles, and goods.” Caltrans prepares the ITIP. The State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP), approved by the CTC, includes the RTIPs and the ITIP.

Focus Area Requirements
Federal Requirements
An examination of financial resources is essential to the development and execution of a

successful RTP. MPOs are required to meet specific requirements under Title 23 of the Code of
Federal Regulations—Highways. The RTP must include a 20-year financial plan that
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demonstrates how the transportation investments identified will be implemented, accompanied
by clear justification for the project’s need. All MPOs must establish the consistency of planned
investments with available and reasonably expected funding sources. Revenue must be balanced
against costs for the planned investments, including operational and maintenance costs for
existing infrastructure. Additionally, all revenue and costs must be expressed in
Year-of-Expenditure dollars, meaning MPOs must take into account reasonable levels of
forecasted inflation. Existing circumstances and historical trends should also be taken into
consideration.

All projects, regardless of short or long-term, must be “fiscally constrained.” This means they
need to demonstrate “sufficient funds (federal, State, local, and private) to implement proposed
transportation systems, as well as operate and maintain the entire system, through the
comparison of revenues and costs.”

If funding shortfalls are identified, the plan must include recommendations on potential
strategies to close the gap. In terms of air quality, MPOs in non-attainment or maintenance areas
are also required to identify specific fiscal strategies that allow project implementation while
reaching compliance.

While not required, MPOs may also include un-constrained (illustrative) candidate projects
within their RTP. If financial resources became available, these projects may then be included in
the adopted transportation plan.

State Requirements

California Government Code Section 65080(4) specifies that the RTP must contain a financial
element that summarizes the cost of plan implementation constrained by a realistic projection of
available revenues. The State also has additional financial guidelines MPQOs should consider.
This includes highlighting projects of regional significance along with factors of local
significance. Additionally, California statute requires consideration of system preservation,
safety, and consistency between the first four years of RTP fund estimates and the first four years
of STIP fund estimates, ensuring planning uniformity. Consistency statements between the RTP
and ITIP, and RTP and FTIP, are also strongly suggested, depending on the MPO.

For example, while RTPs do not require formal approval from the federal or State government
(apart from a federal conformity determination in nonattainment/maintenance areas), those
entities work together to provide planning guidance and technical assistance throughout the
entire process. On the whole, MPOs take this input into consideration, listening and
incorporating suggestions throughout the document’s creation. While there are certain core
financial areas the MPOs must address in the RTP, the process of how the MPO achieves this
can differ greatly.

Focus Area Review Methodology

This focus area review was conducted through the development of a matrix consisting of
questions pulled from the 2010 RTP Checklist related to federal and State consultation and
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public participation requirements for the RTP-SCS as specified in 23 CFR 450.322, California
Government Code Sections 65080(4)(A), 65080(b)(4), and relevant sections of the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Guidelines. Utilizing the responses provided by the
MPOs to these questions in the RTP-SCS Checklist, the corresponding sections of the RTP-SCS
and appendices were reviewed. Observations regarding content for the focus area were then
recorded in the review matrix. See Appendix S: Financial-MPO-RTP Review Questions Matrix
for a template of the review matrix used. Completed MPO-RTP Review Questions Matrices for
each MPO are on file at the Division of Transportation Planning, Caltrans.

Additionally, a review of the pre- and post- SB 375 MPOs RTP financial elements sections and
related appendices was also attempted in order to create a table that would show MPO
expenditures by project type/mode type before and after SB 375. However, there is no uniform
way that the MPOs report their information so it was impossible to create consistent consolidated
information to be used for this Report.

Focus Area Results

Each MPO represented that its RTP-SCS is fiscally constrained, meeting federal and State
requirements. However, the CTC may consider adding the questions identified in Appendix G
and Appendix S: Financial-MPO-RTP Review Questions Matrix to the next RTP checklist or
standardized questionnaire that could assist readers in identifying where the RTP-SCS pages
address financial planning requirements.

Statewide Comparison of SB 375 Effect on Investment Decisions

For the 2015 MPO RTP Review Report, Caltrans staff attempted to conduct a statewide
comparison of certain pre- and post- SB 375 MPO investments described in the RTPs in order to
ascertain possible effects SB 375 now has on investment decisions and project priorities. Staff
initially reviewed the funding allocations of four MPOs’ that were described in their pre-SB 375
RTP and post- SB 375 RTP-SCS. Staff found that while it was possible in certain instances to
look at broad trends on an individual MPO basis, a statewide comparison was unachievable for
two reasons:

e The MPOs could not be compared to each other because of differences in their respective
funding sources and a wide variety of differences between their designations or
assignment of descriptive categories for their funding streams. For example, in some
cases operation and maintenance (O and M) is included in the road designation. In other
cases, O and M is a distinct funding category. In some instances, MPOs separate local
roads from highways, while others do not.

e Inseveral cases, the definition of investment categories has been updated from the
definitions used in the pre-SB 375 RTP to reflect changing priorities and investments
within the MPO region.
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Local Transportation Sales Tax Counties and MPOs in California

As previously mentioned in Chapter 1, in California, a county transportation commission or
county transportation authority plays a significant role in developing and programming projects
in a Regional Transportation Improvement Program. One-half of California MPOs are affected
by local transportation sales taxes because all of the Self-Help Counties are located within
MPOs’ boundaries. Appendix E shows the RTP-SCS adoption dates for the MPOs included in
this 2015 MPO RTP Review Report, their future estimated adoption years, and the terms of
corresponding local transportation county sales tax (LTST) measures. Local governments
provide half of all transportation funding through sources that include: local sales taxes, transit
fares, development and impact fees, and property taxes. In California, voters in 20 of 58 counties
have approved these LTST measures that require expenditure plans listing specific projects to be
funded by designated sales tax revenues generated over a long period of time, typically 20 to 30
years. The information shows that the longevity of these LTST measures will influence the RTP-
SCS of the MPOs for decades to come. With 90 percent of the LTST measures established
pre-SB375, the earliest will expire or sunset in 2025. Three counties, Los Angeles, Imperial, and
Santa Barbara, passed LTST measures two months after SB 375 was enacted (September 2008).
However, the language was approved for publication on the ballot prior to SB 375. As of the date
of this Report, post-SB 375 LTST measures have passed in Napa (2012) and Alameda (2014)
counties.

Self-Help County transportation commissions and transportation authorities are statutorily
authorized to fund and program projects included in the LTST measure expenditure plans.
Because of the substantial funding amounts provided by Self-Help Counties to transportation
infrastructure in California, Caltrans, Division of Transportation Planning obtained copies of the
LTST ballot measure expenditure plans from the Registrar of VVoters to provide the information
in Appendix A: California MPOs with Counties that have Local Transportation Sales Tax
Measures and Related Transportation Expenditure Plans. Based upon the original text of the
ballot measures reviewed by voters during the county elections, Appendix A provides a snapshot
of the program categories for each expenditure plan and corresponding time period for the
duration of each ballot measure.

Focus Area Recommendations

See Recommendation #6: Expand the RTP checklist to identify the specific federal RTP
requirements suggested in Appendix G.
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The following Tables 6 and 7 summarize Appendix G and Appendix S, and identify federal RTP
requirements including suggested financial element questions for the next update of the RTP
Guidelines Checkilist:

Table 6: Incorporating Appendix G and
Appendix S

Appendix G:
Federal RTP Checklist Requirements

Metropolitan Planning

Public and Stakeholder Participation

Financial Element

Table 7: Incorporating Appendix S

Appendix S: Financial - MPO-RTP Review Questions Matrix:
These financial element questions could be included in the next update of the RTP Guidelines
Checklist

Avre strategies to ensure availability of new funding sources described in the RTP?

Are long range funding sources reasonably expected to be available?

Is there an assessment of capital investment and other strategies to preserve the existing and projected
future metro transportation infrastructure and provide for multimodal capacity increases based on regional
priorities and needs?

Are the design concept and design scope descriptions of all existing and proposed transportation facilities
in sufficient detail, regardless of funding source, in areas subject to conformity determinations? Are all
improvements described in sufficient detail to develop cost estimates?

Does the financial plan demonstrate how adopted RTPs can be implemented under fiscal constraint?

Does the RTP consider preservation and safety incentives for resource areas or farmlands?

Since the questions directly align with federal requirements, FHWA could also use them to
develop a matrix to use in their review process.
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Chapter 7—Focus Area #5: Performance Measures
Focus Area Background:

Transportation performance measures consist of a set of objective, measureable criteria used to
evaluate the performance and effectiveness of the transportation system, government policies,
plans and programs. Performance measures use statistical evidence to determine progress
toward specific and defined objectives. This includes both evidence of fact, such as
measurement of pavement surface smoothness or the percentage of transit service delivered on
time (quantitative) and measurement of customer perception determined through customer
surveys (qualitative). Performance measures help set goals and outcomes, detect and correct
problems, and document accomplishments (RTP Guidelines, page 117).

California MPOs have been working among themselves and together with Caltrans, State
agencies, and various stakeholders to try to develop a standardized set of core,
California-specific performance monitoring indicators. In June 2013, SANDAG released its
Statewide Performance Monitoring Indicators for Transportation Planning Final Report (2013
SANDAG Final Report), a deliverable pursuant to a Strategic Growth Council grant that
supported SANDAG’s sustainable communities planning efforts.

Focus Area Requirements:

MAP-21 (Pub.L.112-141) proposed requirements anticipating that the States and MPOs will
need to establish targets in key national performance areas to document expectations for future
performance. For a number of years prior to MAP-21 (July 2012), California MPQOs have worked
among themselves and together with Caltrans and other State agencies to identify and develop a
standardized set of core performance monitoring indicators that could be used by MPOs and
State agencies.® This work continues as there are a number of challenges that influence
agreement on a core set of indicators such as data availability and accessibility, cost to acquire
data, and uncertainty regarding specific requirements under the FAST Act until the Final Rules
are issued by the FHWA at a future date.

However, regarding the targeted review related to performance measures, the 2015 FSTIP
Planning Finding issued by FHWA specifically requested that Caltrans pay continued attention
to this area in both the statewide and metropolitan planning processes. Finding 4.B. states:

MAP-21 Implementation: New Performance-Based Transportation Planning
Requirements: Sections 1201 and 1202 of MAP-21 require that the metropolitan and
statewide transportation planning processes provide for the establishment and use of a

16 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, California Division, Planning Finding for
the State of California’s 2015 FSTIP, December 15, 2014, p. 3, on file, Climate Change and Regional Planning
Branch, Office of Regional Planning, Division of Transportation Planning, Caltrans. On June 2, 2014, the U.S.
Department of Transportation issued the proposed rule related to these performance measures and standards:
Statewide and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning; Metropolitan Transportation Planning; Proposed Rule,
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2014-06-02/pdf/2014-12155.pdf, accessed June 2, 2014.
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performance-based approach to transportation decision making to support the national
goals described in 23 USC 150(b) and 49 USC 5301(c). MAP-21 requires each State and
each MPO to establish performance targets that address the performance measures
described in 23 USC 150(C) [MAP-21 section 1203] in accord with the following
schedule:

i Pursuant to 23 USC 150(c), the U.S. DOT Secretary, in consultation with the
State DOTs, MPOs and other stakeholders, shall promulgate a rulemaking that
establishes performance measures and standards.

ii. Not later than 1 year after the U.S. DOT Secretary has promulgated the final
rulemaking, each State shall set performance targets that reflect the measures
identified in 23 USC 159(d)(3), (4), (5), and (6).

iii. Pursuant to 23 USC 134(h)(2)(C), not later than 180 days after the State or
provider of public transportation establishes the performance targets, each MPO
shall establish performance targets.*’

Focus Area Methodology:

This focus area was analyzed through review of each RTP-SCS, technical and supplemental
appendices to compile a list of performance measures and/or indicators for the 2015 MPO RTP
Review Report that the MPOs identified they are using (See Appendix F: MPOs Adopted
RTP-SCS Performance Measures).

Focus Area Results:

Based on the RTP reviews conducted for this focus area, it appears the plans met the intent of the
requirements regarding performance measures. It is important to note that performance
measurement is a continually evolving area of practice. As such, a FHWA 2015 FSTIP Planning
Finding (4.B) specifically requested that Caltrans pay continued attention in both the statewide
and metropolitan planning processes to issues regarding performance measures. Appendix F,
California MPOs Adopted RTP-SCS Performance Measures, provides a recent list of RTP-SCS
performance measures as described by MPOs in their adopted RTP-SCS. The MPOs represent
that these performance measures will be used to gauge their progress and steps forward in a
number of transportation and land-use planning areas. In addition to reviewing the RTP-SCS, the
technical appendices and supplemental reports were reviewed to complete the list for this Report.
The information provided in Appendix F confirms that the number and type of measures vary
widely across MPOs.

17'U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, California Division, Planning Finding for
the State of California’s 2015 FSTIP, December 15, 2014, p. 3, on file, Climate Change and Regional Planning
Branch, Office of Regional Planning, Division of Transportation Planning, Caltrans. On June 2, 2014, the U.S.
Department of Transportation issued the proposed rule related to these performance measures and standards:
Statewide and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning; Metropolitan Transportation Planning; Proposed Rule,
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2014-06-02/pdf/2014-12155.pdf, accessed June 2, 2014.
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Focus Area Recommendations:

As previously mentioned, the number and type of performance measures vary widely across
MPOs. However, long before MAP-21 was enacted in 2012, California MPOs have worked
among themselves and together with Caltrans, State agencies, and various stakeholders to try to
develop a standardized set of core, California-specific performance monitoring indicators. The
2013 SANDAG Final Report describes the collective efforts that occurred between MPOs, State
agencies and others to identify the most commonly used performance measures and indicators
that could be monitored using statewide and regional data sources. The Report identifies nine
proposed performance monitoring indicators, and offers five additional indicators to consider for
future development.8

The CTC can build upon the recommendations from the 2013 SANDAG Final Report, continue
to work with State agencies, California Tribal Governments and various stakeholders, and look
to recent efforts such as the California Transportation Plan update, CTP 2040 in order to finalize
a set of California core performance indicators to include in the next RTP Guidelines update.*®

Anticipated FAST Act and Subsequent Performance Measures impacts:

The CTC can also build upon what is currently known regarding the FAST Act impacts on the
MAP 21 proposed Performance Measures. As of the publication of this Report, the FAST Act:
e Makes no significant changes to the performance management policy requirements
included in MAP 21. This includes no new national-level performance measures beyond
what is currently being developed through the federal rule-making process.
e Expands the scope of the planning process to include addressing resiliency and reliability
as well as enhancing travel and tourism of the transportation system.
e Adds language that the long-range transportation plan shall consider public ports and
freight shippers.
e Encourages consideration of intermodal facilities that support intercity buses as part of
the metropolitan and statewide planning process. 20

The FAST Act Final Rules include:
e Safety Performance Measure (PM 1)

e Highway Safety Improvement Program
e FHWA/FTA Metropolitan and Statewide Planning
e CMAQ Weighting Factors

18 statewide Performance Monitoring Indicators for Transportation Planning, Final Report, June 28, 2013,
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/tpp/offices/ocp/ATLC/documents/august 15 2013/document_links/indicator.pdf,
accessed August 18, 2014.

19

http://www.dot.ca.gov/ha/tpp/californiatransportationplan2040/Documents/index_docs/CTP_ReportPublicDraft 03
022015.pdf#zoom=75, accessed March 3, 2015.

20

AASHTO Summary of the new Surface Transportation Bill: Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act,
December 16, 2015
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e Planning and Environmental Linkage

e Pavement/Bridge Performance Measure (PM2)

e Asset Management Plan

e System Performance Measure (PM3)

e FTA National Transit Safety Program

e FTA Transit Asset Management Plans

e FTA Transit Agency Safety Plans

e FTA Guidance on the National Transit Safety Plan

It is understood that Performance Measures will be developed for all of the above listed Final
Rules. However at the publication of this Report, no Final Rules have been released, and no
additional information will be available until the Final Rules and the Performance Measures have
been published.

Recommendation #2: The CTC and Caltrans will need to ensure that the next update of the RTP
Guidelines addresses any recent federal RTP requirements promulgated since the last update of
the RTP Guidelines in 2010. The guidelines should also include relevant federal requirements
when the FHWA releases the Final Rules regarding performance measures, as well as any other
new planning-related requirements pursuant to the FAST Act and any other federal or State
statutory requirements enacted as the guidelines are developed.

Recommendation #11: The CTC should continue collaboration with MPOs, RTPAs, State

agencies, and Tribal Governments to complete the development of a core set of standardized
performance measures, and indicators that align with federal and State requirements.
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Chapter 8—Other Areas for Consideration in the RTP
Guidelines

During review of the RTP-SCSs, the following additional topic areas and corresponding
recommendations were identified as warranting consideration in future updates of the RTP
Guidelines.

Governor’s Executive Orders and Other Significant Guidelines:

Governor’s Executive Orders, such as the recently issued B-32-15 mandating a coordinated
statewide freight planning process, have the potential to influence the various RTP elements and
the overall process used by MPOs to develop and implement the plans. Additionally, updates to
statewide guidelines which may influence the preparation of programming documents that are
informed by the RTP (such as the STIP Guidelines) should be incorporated as applicable in the
next RTP Guidelines update.

Recommendation #12: The CTC should also provide guidance on how current STIP Guidelines
can affect RTPs, and how the new requirements or processes, could impact how RTPs are
developed and implemented.

Shifting from Level of Service to Vehicle Miles Traveled Measurements:

SB 743(Steinberg, 2013) requires the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to
amend the CEQA Guidelines to provide an alternative to level of service for evaluating
transportation impacts to promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of
multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses. Measurements of
transportation impacts may include “vehicle miles traveled, vehicle miles traveled per capita,
automobile trip generation rates, or automobile trips generated.” Additionally, Caltrans is
currently developing a Transportation Analysis Guide (TAG) as well as a Traffic Impact Study
Guide (TISG) to develop transportation analysis procedures that are consistent with SB 743. As
new CEQA Guidelines and traffic impact analysis guidelines are developed pursuant to SB 743,
the environmental analysis and modeling chapters of the RTP Guidelines should be updated as
appropriate.

Recommendation # 13: Align the RTP Guidelines to reflect changes to the environmental
review process and traffic impact analysis methodology resulting from SB 743 and the shift from
Level of Service measurement to Vehicle Miles Traveled. It should be noted, however; that SB
743 CEQA guidance is not final at this time and implementation issues still need to be evaluated.
Only final SB 743 CEQA guidance will be reflected in the RTP Guidelines.

Technological Advancement and Long Range Transportation Planning:
Since the last update of the RTP Guidelines in 2010, considerable technological advances in

vehicle technology and infrastructure operations have been made. These advancements
(autonomous and connected vehicles, intelligent transportation systems innovations etc.) and
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their role in the long range planning process warrant discussion in the next version of the RTP
Guidelines.

Recommendation #14: As technological advances in transportation evolve (i.e. shared mobility,
autonomous and connected vehicles etc.), the next RTP Guidelines development process should
include a discussion of the challenges associated with long range planning to address new
infrastructure considerations and needs, in this emerging policy area.
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Appendix A: California MPOs with Counties that have Local
Sales Tax Measures and Related Transportation Expenditure

Plans

The following provides a snapshot of the program categories for each expenditure plan and
corresponding time period for the duration of each ballot measure, respectively:

Appendix A : California MPOs with Counties that have Local Transportation Sales Tax Measures and Related Transportation

Expenditure Plans

2014
Passed . . .
LTST County Time Transportation Expenditure Plan
MPO by 2/3 Measure . .
County Pop. Period Program Categories
. Voters
Estimate?
Multiple County MPOs
Los Angeles 10,041,797 | 11/2008 | Measure R 30 years Transit Capital 35 percent
Synchronize traffic signals, 2009-2039 New Rail and/or Bus Rapid
Repair potholes, Extend Transit Capital Projects —
light rail with airport Project definition depends
connections, Improve on final environmental
freeway traffic flow process
(5,10,14, 60, 101,110, 138,
210, 405, 605, 710), Keep Transit Capital 3 percent
senior/student/disable fares Metrolink Capital
low; Provide clean-fuel Improvement Projects
buses, Expand Within L.A. County (Operations
subway/Metrolink/bus Maintenance and Expansion)
service, Dedicate millions
for community traffic relief. Transit Capital 2 percent
Metro Rail Capital-System
AB 2321 (Feuer, 2008) Improvements, Rail Yards, Rail
which authorized LA County Cars
Metropolitan
Transportation Authority to Highway Capital 20 percent
impose the sales tax also Carpool Lanes, Highways,
includes a number of Goods Movement, Grade
projects and corresponding Separations, Soundwalls
SCAG funding amounts. See AB
2321 and related MTA Operations 5 percent
Ordinance for additional Rail Operations (New Transit
information. Project Operations and Maintenance
Operations 20 percent
Bus Operations
Local Return 15 percent
Major street resurfacing,
Rehabilitation and reconstruction,
Pothole repair, left turn signals
Bikeways, pedestrian improvements,
Streetscapes, signal sync,
transit
Orange 3,113,991 | 11/2006 | Renewed Measure M 30 years New Freeway Construction 43 percent
(Measure M2) 2011-2041 | Streets and Roads 32 percent
15t Measure M passed by Transit 35 percent
voters in 1990 for period of
20 years (1991-2011)
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Appendix A : California MPOs with Counties that have Local Transportation Sales Tax Measures and Related Transportation
Expenditure Plans

2014
Passed . . .
LTST County Time Transportation Expenditure Plan
MPO by 2/3 Measure . .
County Pop. Period Program Categories
. Voters
Estimate?
Riverside 2,279,967 | 11/2002 | Measure A 30vyears | State Highways/Regional Road
To Relieve traffic 2009- Improvements 50 percent
congestion, improve safety 2039 Local Streets and Roads 35 percent
and air quality...to extend Public Transit 15 percent
for 30 years the current %
cent sales tax to:
o Widen/improve routes
10, 15, 60, 71, 79, 86,
91, 111 and the 15/91
and 10/60
Interchanges
o Maintain community
streets
. Expand transit for
seniors and persons
with disabilities
. Expand Metrolink
commuter rail
15t Measure A passed by
voters in 1988 for period of
20 years (1989-2009)
San 2,085,669 | 11/2004 | Measure | 30years | San Bernardino Valley Subarea
Bernardino Continuation of % cent sales | 2010 - Freeway Projects 29 percent
tax for local transportation 2040 Freeway Interchange Projects 11 percent
purposes and the Major Street Projects 20 percent
transportation expenditure Local Street Projects 20 percent
plan Metrolink/Rail Service 8 percent
Senior/Disabled Transit 8 percent
15t Measure A passed by Express Bus/BRT Service 2 percent
voters in 1989 for period of Traffic Mangmt Systems 2 percent
20 years (1990-2010)
Mountain/Desert
Local Street Projects 70 percent
Major Local Highway Projects 25 percent
Senior/Disabled Transit 5 percent
Cajon Pass 3 percent
Imperial 180,672 | 11/2008 | Measure D 40 years | State Highway Improvements 5 percent
“Safe Roads, Air Quality, 2010- Transit 2 percent
Pothole Repair and 2050 Local Street and Road Improvements

Continuation Measure”
Imperial County Local
Transportation Authority
Retail Transactions and Use
Tax Ordinance and
Expenditure Plan

97 percent
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Appendix A : California MPOs with Counties that have Local Transportation Sales Tax Measures and Related Transportation

Expenditure Plans

2014
Passed . . .
LTST County Time Transportation Expenditure Plan
MPO by 2/3 Measure . .
County Pop. Period Program Categories
. Voters
Estimate?
Santa Clara 1,868,558 | 11/2000 | Measure A 30 years Text of Measure A:
To: Connect Bart to 2006-2036 . Extend BART from Fremont
Milpitas, San Jose, Santa through Milpitas to Downtown
Clara, San Jose and Santa Clara Caltrain
Build rail connection from Station
San Jose Airport to BART, . Provide Connections from San
Caltrain light rail, Jose International Airport to
Purchase vehicles for BART, Caltrain and VTA Light Rail
disabled access, senior e  Extend Light Rail from Downtown
safety, clean air buses, San Jose to East Valley
Provide light rail throughout e Purchase Low floor Light Rail
Santa Clara County, Vehicles
Expand, electrify Caltrain, . Improve Caltrain: Double Track
Increase rail, bus service to Gilroy and Electrify from Palo
Alto to Gilroy
. Increase Caltrain Service
. Construct New Palo Alto
Intermodal Transit Center
. Improve Bus Service in Major Bus
MTC Corridors
. Upgrade Altamont Commuter
Express (ACE)
. Improve Highway 17 Express Bus
Service
. Connect Caltrain with Dumbarton
Rail Corridor
. Purchase Zero Emission Buses
and Construct Service Facilities
. Develop New Light Rail Corridors
. Fund Operating and Maintenance
Costs for Increased Bus, Rail and
Paratransit Service
Alameda 1,573,254 | 11/2000 | Measure B 20 years Mass Transit 43 percent
2002-2022 Highway Infrastructure 17 percent
Local Streets and Roads 24 percent
Bike and Ped Safety 6 percent
Special Transit — Seniors/Disabled
10 percent
11/2014 | Measure BB—extends 23 year BART, Bus, Senior/ Youth Transit
Measure B to: extension 48 percent
. Expand and modernize | 2022-2045 Local Streets Maint. and Safety
BART in Alameda 30 percent
County Traffic Relief on Highways 9 percent
. Improve transit Bike and Ped Paths and Safety
connections to jobs 8 percent
and schools Community Development Invest
. Fix roads, improve 4 percent
highways and increase Technology 1 percent

bike and ped safety
. Reduce traffic
congestion and
improve air quality
. Keep senior, student
and disabled fares
affordable
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Appendix A : California MPOs with Counties that have Local Transportation Sales Tax Measures and Related Transportation

Expenditure Plans

2014
Passed . . .
LTST County Time Transportation Expenditure Plan
MPO by 2/3 Measure . .
County Pop. Period Program Categories
. Voters
Estimate?
Contra Costa 1,087,008 | 11/2004 | Measure ) 25 years Capital Improvement Projects
Extends % percent cent first 2010-2035 4.6 percent
established by Measure C Countywide Capital/Maint.
26.6 percent
15t transportation Measure C Other Countywide Programs
passed by voters in 1988 for 18.3 percent
period of 20 years (1989- Subregional Projects/Programs
2009) 19.6 percent
Other 1.0 percent
San 836,620 | 11/2003 | Proposition K 30 years Transit 65.5 percent
Francisco Special Superseded existing 2004-2034 Paratransit 8.6 percent
Election | Expenditure Plan, Streets and Traffic Safety 24.6 percent
implemented New Transportation Mangmt System
Transportation Expend. Plan 1.3 percent
San Mateo 745,193 | 11/2004 | Extension Measure A - San 25 years Transit 30.0 percent
Mateo County Safe Roads, 2009-2034 Highways 27.5 percent
Traffic Relief and Public Local Streets/Trans 22.5 percent
Transportation Measure Grade Separations 15.0 percent
Pedestrian/Bike 3.0 percent
Original Measure A passed in Alternative Congestion Relief
1988 that expired 1.0 percent
12/31/2008 (20 years)
Purpose: Improve,
construct, maintain and
operate certain
transportation projects and
facilities contained in the
2004 Transportation
Expenditure Plan adopted by
County Board of Supervisors
and all Cities in the County
Sonoma 490,486 | 11/2004 | Measure M 20 years Fix Potholes, Maintain Streets and
Traffic Relief Act for Sonoma | 2005-2025 Keep Traffic Moving 40 percent
County Highway 101 Improvements 40 percent
Bus, Rail, Bicycle and Pedestrian
To maintain local streets, fix 19 percent
potholes, accelerate Administration 1 percent
widening Highway 101,
restore and enhance transit,
support development of
passenger rail, and build
bike/pedestrian routes
Marin 255,846 | 11/2004 | Measure A 20 years Develop seamless local bus transit
Transportation Authority of 2005-2025 System, serves community needs,

Marin Traffic Relief and
Better Transportation Act

including special transit for seniors
and disabled 55.0 percent
Fully fund/ensure accelerated
Completion of Highway 101 Carpool
Lane Gap Closure 7.5 percent
Maintain, improve, manage local
Trans. infrastructure, Incl. roads,
bikeways, sidewalks, paths 6.5 percent
Reduce school related congestion,
Provide safer access to schools

11.0 percent
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Appendix A : California MPOs with Counties that have Local Transportation Sales Tax Measures and Related Transportation
Expenditure Plans

2014
Passed . . .
LTST County Time Transportation Expenditure Plan
MPO by 2/3 Measure . .
County Pop. Period Program Categories
. Voters
Estimate?
Napa 139,255 | 11/2012 | Measure T 25 years Local Streets and Roads Maintenance
Napa Countywide Road 2018-2043 Program Total 99.00 percent
Maintenance Act
Distribution:
American Canyon 7.70 percent
Calistoga 2.70 percent
City of Napa 40.35 percent
Napa County 39.65 percent
St. Helena 5.90 percent
Yountville 2.70 percent
Administration 1.00 percent
Sacramento 1,454,406 | 11/2004 | Measure A 30 years Local Road Maintenance, Safety and
To relieve traffic congestion, | 2009-2039 Congestion Relief Program
improve safety, and match 38.00 percent
state/federal funds by: Transit Congestion Relief Prog.
Improving I-5, I-80, US 50, SR 38.25 percent
99; Constructing a new road Senior/Disabled Trans.Services
SACOG connecting I-5/SR 99/US 50; 4.50 percent
Maintaining/improving local Freeway Safety, Congestion Relief
roads; Increasing transit for Program 12.00 percent
seniors and disabled; Safety, Streetscaping, Pedestrian and
Expanding/planning for light Bicycle Facilities 5.00 percent
rail and commuter rail Trans-Related Air Quality 1.50 percent
General Program Admin .75 percent
Single County MPOs
San Diego 3,194,362 | 11/2004 | Proposition A 40 years Congestion Relief Program—Highway
San Diego County 2008-2048 and transit capital projects

SANDAG

Transportation Improvement
Program (TransNet
Extension)

To relieve traffic congestion,

improve safety, and match

federal/state funds by:

. Expanding I-5, I-8, I-15,
SR 52, SR 54, SR 56, SR
67, SR 76, SR 78, SR 94,
SR 125, I-805;

. Maintaining/improving
local roads

. Increasing transit for
seniors/disabled
persons

. Expanding commuter
express bus, trolley,
Coaster services

42.40 percent

Congestion Relief Program—Operating
Support for the BRT/Rail Transit Capital
Improvements 8.10 percent

Congestion Relief Program—Transit
System Service Improvements
6.50 percent

Local Programs 33.00 percent
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Appendix A : California MPOs with Counties that have Local Transportation Sales Tax Measures and Related Transportation

Expenditure Plans

2014
Passed . . .
LTST County Time Transportation Expenditure Plan
MPO by 2/3 Measure . .
County Pop. Period Program Categories
. Voters
Estimate?
Santa 433,398 | 11/2008 | Measure A 30 years Highway 101 Widening:
Barbara Santa Barbara County Road 2010-2040 Carpinteria to Santa Barbara
Repair, Traffic Relief 13.4 percent
Purpose:
Repair potholes High Priority Transportation Projects:
Provide safe routes to school North County Subregion 43.3 percent
Widen Highway 101 south of South County Subregion 43.3 percent
Santa Barbara to relieve
congestion
Implement local
street/highway safety
improvements
SBCAG Expand public bus
services/passenger rail, with
increased senior/disable
accessibility
Synchronize traffic signals
Earthquake retrofit
bridges/overpasses
Increase pedestrian/bike
safety
Continuation of 1989
measure that expired 2010
Fresno 964,040 | 11/2006 | Measure C 20 years Local Transportation Program
Fresno County 2007-2027 34.6 percent
Transportation, Safety, Road Regional Transportation Prog.
Repair Measure 30.4 percent
Regional Public Transit Prog.
Fresno Extension of a 1986 measure 24.0 percent
COoG that expired in 2007 Alternative Transportation Prog
6.0 percent
Environmental Enhance Program
3.5 percent
Administration/Planning Prog.
1.5 percent
San Joaquin 710,731 | 11/2006 | Measure K Renewal 30 years Local Street Repair/Road Safety
Traffic Relief, Safety, Transit, 2011-2041 35.0 percent
and Road Maintenance Congestion Relief Projects 32.5 percent
Program Railroad Crossing Safety Projects
. Widening/improving 2.5 percent
Routes I-5, 1-205, 99, Passenger Rail, Bus, Bicycles
12,and 120 30.0 percent
. Expanding ACE
commuter rail and
seniors/disabled transit
services
San . Fixing
Joaquin potholes/resurfacing
COG local r(.)ads. '
. Reducing high accident
locations countywide
15t Measure K for 20 years
1991-2011
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Appendix A : California MPOs with Counties that have Local Transportation Sales Tax Measures and Related Transportation

Expenditure Plans

2014
Passed . . .
LTST County Time Transportation Expenditure Plan
MPO by 2/3 Measure . .
County Pop. Period Program Categories
. Voters
Estimate?
Tulare 459,446 | 11/2006 | Measure R 30 years Regional Projects 50 percent
2007-2037 Local Programs 35 percent
Regional - Major new Transit/Bicycle/Environmental
projects to: 14 percent
. Improve freeway Administration/Planning 1 percent
interchanges
. Add additional lanes
. Increase safety
. Improve and
reconstruct major
commute corridors
Local transportation
program potential uses:
. Pothole repair
Tulare . Re.pave stre‘ets
CAG . Bridge repair or
replacement
. Traffic signals
. Add additional lanes to
existing streets/roads
. Improve sidewalks
. Separate street traffic
from rail traffic
Multi-modal mitigation
program
. New routes to enhance
existing transit
. Low emission buses
. Night/weekend service
. Bus shelters
. Regional bike routes
. Preliminary light rail
investment
Madera 153,897 | 11/2006 | Measure T 20 years Commute Corridors/Farm to Market
Madera County Program 51.00 percent
Transportation Investment . 26 percent to Regional
Madera Measure Streets/Highways
gle To leverage federal and state . 25 percent Regional
matching funds; maintain, Rehab/Reconstruct/Maint
improve, make streets and
roads safer (including Safe Routes to Schools and Jobs
maintenance districts); 44 percent
Extend Route 41 freeway, . 13 percent Street
construct passing Ianes; Maintenance
improve Avenue 12, e 8.75 percent City Street
Gateway, Cleveland, Route Supplemental
99/23 interchange; improve e 21.75 percent Flexible
access to schools, hospitals, Program
farm to market operations; . .5 percent ADA compliance
increase senior/disabled
transportation Street Maintenance Program
13 percent
1% Measure A - 15 years, Transit Enhancement Program
1990-2005 2 percent
Environmental Enhancement
2 percent
Transportation Authority Salaries
1 perce
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2California Department of Finance estimates were used for consistency, http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-
1/view.php, accessed June 3, 2014.

Sources: County of Alameda, Registrar of Voters. 2014 Measure BB, http://www.acgov.org/rov/elections/20141104/documents/MeasureBB-
v5.pdf, accessed November 7, 2014; County of Contra Costa Transportation Authority. 2004 Measure J — Contra Costa’s Transportation Sales Tax
Expenditure Plan, http://www.ccta.net/sources/detail/2/1, accessed January 30, 2015; County of Fresno, Registrar of Voters. 2006 Measure C—
Fresno County Transportation, Safety, Road Repair Measure and Measure C Extension Expenditure Plan; County of Imperial. Registrar of Voters.
2008 Measure D Renewal — Safe Roads, Air Quality, Pothole Repair Continuation Measure and Expenditure Plan; County of Los Angeles. Registrar of
Voters. 2008 County Measure R — Traffic Relief, Rail Extensions, Reduce Foreign Oil Dependence; Proposed Ordinance of Measure R and Expenditure
Plan; County of Madera, Elections Department. 2006 Voter’s Pamphlet — Madera County Transportation Investment Measure T; County of Marin,
Department of Elections. 2004 Measure A - Traffic Relief and Better Transportation Act and Marin County Transportation Sales Tax Expenditure
Plan; County of Napa. Elections Division. 2012 Authority Ordinance No. 2012-01 — Napa Countywide Maintenance Act and Expenditure Plan; County
of Orange. Registrar of Voters. 2006 Measure “M” Transportation Improvement Plan; County of Riverside. Registrar of Voters. 2002 Measure A to
Relieve Traffic Congestion, Improve safety and Air Quality, and Expenditure Plan; County of Sacramento. Voter Registration and Elections. 2004
Measure A and Sacramento County Transportation Expenditure Plan 2009-2039; County of San Bernardino, Elections Office of the Registrar of
Voters. 2004 Measure | - San Bernardino County Transportation Authority Ordinance No. 04-01 and Transportation Expenditure Plan; County of San
Diego, Registrar of Voters. 2004 Proposition A — San Diego County Transportation Improvement Program and TransNet Extension Ordinance and
Expenditure Plan; County of San Francisco. Registrar of Voters. 2003 Measure K — Sales Tax for Transportation and Expenditure Plan; County of San
Joaquin. Registrar of Voters Department. 2006 Measure K Renewal — San Joaquin Local Transportation Improvement Plan: Traffic Relief, Safety,
Transit, and Road Maintenance Program; County of San Mateo, Office of Assessor-County Clerk-Recorder and Chief Elections. 2004 Measure A —
San Mateo County Safe Roads, Traffic Relief and Public Roads Transportation Measure and Transportation Expenditure Plan; County of Santa
Barbara, Registrar of Voters. 2008 Measure A — Santa Barbara County Road Repair, Traffic Relief and Transportation Safety Measure and
Transportation Investment Plan; County of Santa Clara, Registrar of Voters, Official Ballot, County of Santa Clara, November 2000, Complete Text of
Measure A; County of Sonoma. Registrar of Voters. 2004 Quarter Cent Sales Tax- Measure M — Traffic Relief Act for Sonoma County and
Expenditure Plan; County of Tulare, Registrar of Voters. 2006 % Cent Transportation Sales Tax Measure Expenditure Plan.
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Appendix B: California MPOs Adopted RTP-SCS Scenario

A review and inventory was conducted for each adopted RTP-SCS planning scenario. With
information from each of the MPO’s adopted RTP document, the following tables show a
compilation of the adopted RTP-SCS planning scenarios for the eighteen MPOs included in the
2015 MPO RTP Review Report.

Appendix B: California MPOs Adopted RTP-SCS Scenario

MPO Adopted RTP-SCS Scenario

Future Land Use Scenarios (page 81 to 82)

Scenario A: Rural and Peripheral Growth

Scenario B: Urban Core and Corridors

Scenario C: Distinct Cities and Towns

Melding Scenarios B (Urban) and C (Distinct Cities)

The three scenarios were tested using the ‘UPlan’ urban growth model.

UPlan geographically allocates forecast growth and associated

development throughout the region based on numerically weighted

growth ‘attractors’ (such as transportation accessibility, infrastructure

sh capacity, and enterprise zones); growth ‘discouragers’ (such as flood

asta RTA : o _
6/2015 zones, severe topography, and environmentally sensitive lands); and

growth ‘masks’ (such as bodies of water). Land is developed within the
model in order of highest attraction value, until all growth has been
accommodated within the region.

Following an extensive public engagement effort, during which
approximately one in seventy adult residents in Shasta County
participated, near-equal preference was expressed for Scenario B and
Scenario C. Viewed together, these two Scenarios captured nearly

90 percent of the community’s votes. The final report recommended
that a melding of Scenario B and Scenario C be used to inform
implementation efforts.

San Luis Obispo
COG
4/2015

Future Land Use Scenarios (page 2-22 to 2-25)

2020 Scenario:

New Housing: 44 percent Multi-family housing

New Employment: 93 percent in urbanized areas (cities and
unincorporated urban communities)

2035 Scenario 1: Current Trends:

New Housing: 25 percent Multi-family housing

New Employment: 85 percent in urbanized areas (cities and
unincorporated urban communities)

2035 Scenario 2: Preferred Growth Scenario

New Housing: 35 percent Multi-family housing

New Employment: 90 percent in urbanized areas (cities and
unincorporated urban communities)

2035 Scenario 3: High Intensity Scenario

New Housing: 45 percent Multi-family housing
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MPO Adopted RTP-SCS Scenario
New Employment: 95 percent in urbanized areas (cities and
unincorporated urban communities)
Scenario B: Blueprint, new growth at approximately 35 percent more
density than historical pattern (pp. 62- 64)
Merced CAG
9/2014 RTP states none of the scenarios meet CARB 2035 target of-10 percent
GHG emissions reduction per capita; will be preparing an Sustainable
Communities Strategy (p. 64)
Kings CAG Scenario No.2 : 10-15 percent transit investment with associated land
7/2014 use recommendations (12-16)
Hybrid Scenario (1-18, 6-27)
Ma;i/ezrgliTC States “based upon results of alternative scenario development process,
Madera County is not able to meet the SCS GHG 5 and 10 percent GHG
emission reduction targets.” (1-18)
Blueprint scenario (SCS-10)
Tulare CAG Based on application of development principles adopted as part of the
6/2014 2009 Tulare County Regional Blueprint: 25 percent higher overall

density for new development compared to Trend scenario and increased
emphasis on transit

San Joaquin COG
6/2014

Scenario C-Enhanced—Region-specific, balanced multi-modal plan”
(Appendix M, p. 8-9)

e Future growth aligned with recent general plan updates,
climate/sustainability action plans and regional studies that identify
mixed-use neighborhoods and shift greater proportion of growth to
existing/planned Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and transit corridors

e Increased use of horizontal and vertical mixed-use

e Increased use of development in select corridors to promote
increased biking, walking, transit

e Shift to smaller lot homes and attached housing types

e Greater reinvestment in downtown and infill opportunities

e Transportation investment to begin to focus more on TSM and TDM
strategies
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MPO

Adopted RTP-SCS Scenario

Fresno COG
6/2014

Scenario B: current planning assumptions proposed by membership
agencies (RTP-SCS 4-6)

“Hybrid” concept based on elements of several alternative growth
scenarios developed originally by Fresno COG Blueprint
Roundtable-May 29, 2008 (RTP-SCS 4-5)

Kern COG
6/2014

Vision: “Maintain, Fix and Finish What We Have” (ES-2)

No preferred scenario stated per se but the foundation of the SCS is the
Kern Regional Blueprint (2008) based on the local General Plans of the
cities and county (4-5, 4-6)

Utilized Directions to 2050 community engagement program that built

upon Kern Regional Blueprint. Identified 3 priorities incorporated into

SCS:

e Enhance economic vitality

e Provide adequate and equitable services

e Conserve energy and natural resources, develop alternatives (2-12;
4-6)

The Policy Element consists of 7 stated policy goals with related
strategic action element aligned with each goal (2-1 - 11)
Performance measures are aligned with each goal (2-16; D-9)

Stanislaus COG
6/2014

Scenario 3: Moderate Change (p. 66)

e Emphasizes pattern of development comprised of compact,
mixed-use neighborhoods and infill development, especially in
downtowns

e Greater mix of housing types

e Higher percentage of new multi-family, mixed-use housing within
and adjacent to downtowns/urban centers

e Limited lower density, large-lot, single-family development

e Transportation investment: 61 percent roadway, 33 percent transit,
5 percent Bike/ped
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MPO

Adopted RTP-SCS Scenario

AMBAG
6/2014

The Preferred SCS Scenario is a combination Hybrid Scenario A and
Hybrid Scenario B (4-6; E-6, F-23). Projects from both hybrids were
included in mix that provides investment in safety, maintenance,
operations, transit, complete streets and active transportation (E-6)

Land Use

e Focus additional growth within existing neighborhood communities
in and adjacent to existing commercial corridors

e Encourage/facilitate better jobs/housing balance

e Encourage mixed use development within existing commercial
corridors that have high quality transit service in order to support
walkability and convenient access to services

Transportation

e A greater investment in bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure such
that people can chose to walk or bike for shorter distance trips

e Focus on creating more “Complete Streets” and encouraging
“active transportation such as walking, and biking that are
commonly associated with first and last mile of travel

¢ Increase investment in local rapid/express bus services or rail
service along high quality transit corridors

e Focus transportation funding on safety, maintenance, and
rehabilitation of existing roadway, and transit facilities throughout
the region

Santa Barbara CAG
8/2013

Scenario 3+ Enhanced transit Strategy- Variation on and Combination
of Scenarios 3 and 7 which is a Transit-Oriented Development
(TOD)/Infill plan (1-2; 6-6)

Consists of 3 core, inter-related components:

e Land use plan, including residential densities and building
intensities sufficient to accommodate projected population,
household and employment growth

e Multi-modal transportation network to serve the region’s
transportation needs

e “Regional Greenprint” cataloguing open space, habitat, and
farmland as constraints to urban development
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MPO

Adopted RTP-SCS Scenario

MTC
712013

Plan Bay Area Preferred Scenario (PBA p. 26)

Land Use Pattern—Jobs-Housing Connections Strategy

e Focuses 78 percent of new housing and 62 percent of new jobs in
Priority Development Areas

e Reduces GHG emissions, limits growth outside of the region’s core,
and preserves natural resources and open space

Transportation Network—Preferred Transportation Investment Strategy

e Devotes 87 percent of funding to operate and maintain existing
transportation network

e Directs remaining funding to next-generation transit projects and
other high-performing projects, to programs aimed at supporting
focused growth and reducing GHG emissions, and to county-level
agencies for locally designated priorities

Butte CAG
12/2012

Scenario 1: Balanced (4-6, 4-7)

e Balanced share of new housing within the center, established, and
new growth areas

e Contains reasonable levels of infill development

e Consistent with local and general plans and draft habitat
conservation plan

e Consistent with BCAG long-term regional growth forecasts by
jurisdiction

Tahoe MPO
12/2012

Alternative 3—low development and highly incentivized redevelopment
and RTP Transportation Strategy Package C (CARB Staff April 2013
Tech Eval, p. 2-3)

e Changes existing land use designation for commercial/public
services to mixed-use

e Focuses on environmental redevelopment of existing built
environment, such as community centers that provide sidewalks,
trails, and transit access, with streamlined regulatory process

e Variety of bicycle and pedestrian strategies, revitalization projects,
Lake Tahoe Waterborne Transit Project, enhanced inter-regional
transit operations
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MPO

Adopted RTP-SCS Scenario

SCAG
4/2012

RTP-SCS is the Preferred Alternative B (p. 32-34); CARB May 2012
Staff Report, p. 39-40

Based on the Guiding Principles listed below, “three alternatives were
defined and compared against a ‘No Project Baseline’ representing
projects in the 2011 FTIP that...received full environmental clearance.
Out of this evaluation, a preferred alternative was selected for the 2012-
2035 RTP/SCS. The preferred alternative builds on the region’s success
over the last four years in implementing the previous 2008 RTP and
moves the region forward in meeting mobility, air quality, public health,
integrated land use and transportation strategies, and other regional
goals.” (p. 34)

Guiding Principles used to develop Preferred Alternative:

e Alternatives should strongly consider regional economic
competitiveness and overall econ development to help region
recover, prosper

e Transportation investment commitments made by CTCs through
local sales tax expenditure plans, adopted long-range plans, and
board-adopted resolutions will be fully respected

e Sub-regional SCS submitted by the Gateway COG and the Orange
County COG will be respected and integrated into the alternatives

e New investment strategies proposed over and beyond the CTC
commitments will be funded only through new funding sources
identified and approved by the Regional Council

e Ensuring an appropriate level of funding for system preservation
will be given a priority

e Each of the alternatives will be evaluated using a set of accepted
performance measures

According to CARB May 2012 Staff Report (p. 39-40), two major

policy objectives drive the alternative:

e Greater focus on regional growth around High Quality Transit Areas
(HQTA)

e Accommodating future housing market demand
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MPO

Adopted RTP-SCS Scenario

SACOG
4/2012

Appears Scenario 3 was chosen as preference at Sacramento County and
regional workshops; Scenario 2 was preferred in Sutter and Placer
counties. However, in the adopted MTP/SCS it is not clearly stated
anywhere, including the appendices exactly what are the attributes of
the scenario that was actually chosen as the MTP/SCS. (p. 16-23)

Scenario 3:

Land Use:

e Highest share of new compact housing (75 percent)

e Highest share of growth in Transit Priority Areas (TPAS)

e Least dispersed development pattern/fewest developed acres

Transportation

e Highest amount of transit service

e Highest amount of BRT, streetcar and rail

e Least amount of new roads and road expansions

e Same road maintenance and rehabilitation as Scenario ? [incomplete
sentence in document-p. 16)

e Most bicycle, pedestrian street, and trail projects

Scenario 2:

Land Use:

e Higher share of new compact housing (68 percent, same as
Blueprint)

e More growth in TPAs

e Less dispersed development pattern than Scenario 1/fewer
developed acres

Transportation:

e More transit service Scenario

e More BRT, streetcar and LRT Scenario

e Less new road capacity and road expansion Scenario

e More bicycle and pedestrian street and trail projects
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MPO

Adopted RTP-SCS Scenario

SANDAG
10/2011

Hybrid Scenari —Preferred Revenue Constrained Transportation
(Technical Appendix 9-SANDAG Board Agenda Item 10-12-13,
December 17, 2010)

Goal of developing scenarios: “attempt to build and operate as much of
the Unconstrained Transportation Network as possible, given revenue
availability and flexibility, and project priorities.” Merged 2 of 4
proposed scenarios: Fusion and Highway Emphasis Scenarios. See
Technical Appendix 9 for detailed information.

Hybrid Scenario was then developed as preferred scenario versus no

additional expansion of the regional transportation network-No Build

Alterative (2-4, 2-5)

RTP-SCS “building blocks” include: (3-4)

e Land use pattern that accommodates region’s future employment
and housing needs, and protects sensitive habitats and resource areas

e Transportation network of public transit, managed lanes, and
highways, local streets, bikeways and walkways built and
maintained with reasonably expected funding

e Managing demands on transportation system (TDM) in ways that
reduce or eliminate traffic congestions during peak periods of
demand

e Managing transportation system (TSM) through measures that
maximize efficiency of transportation network

e Innovative pricing policies and other measures designed to reduce
VMT and traffic congestion during peak periods of demand

Sources: 18 MPOs’ RTP-SCS, related Technical Appendices and Supplemental Reports on file, Office of Regional
Planning, Division of Transportation Planning, Caltrans; CARB Technical Evaluations of the Greenhouse Gas
Emission Reduction Quantifications (CARB Staff Reports) issued as of January 29, 2015,
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sh375/sb375.htm
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Appendix C: Historical Summary of SB 375 Implementation

The following Appendix is a historical summary of the implementation of SB 375 focusing on
the first round of the MPOs’ adoption of their RTP-SCSs and the related CARB review:

Appendix C: Historical Summary of SB 375 Implementation: MPO RTP Adoption and ARB Review
Date Responsible Party Action
09/23/2010 CARB Set GHG passenger and light truck reduction targets for 2020 and 2035 for 18
MPOs
04/2011 SANDAG Draft RTP with SCS for public review
07/2011- CARB Review and technical evaluations of SANDAG draft RTP-SCS
09/2011
10/28/2011 SANDAG Board adopts RTP-SCS
11/01/2011 CARB Accepts SANDAG’s quantification of GHG emission reductions from its Final
RTP-SCS
11/2011 SACOG Draft RTP with SCS for public review
12/2011 SCAG Draft RTP with SCS for public review
04/04/1012 SCAG Board adopts RTP-SCS
04/19/2012 SACOG Board adopts RTP-SCS
05/2012 CARB Review and technical evaluation of Final SACOG RTP-SCS
05/2012 CARB Review and technical evaluation of Final SCAG RTP-SCS
06/04/2012 CARB Accepts SCAG’s quantification of GHG emission reductions from its Final RTP-
SCS
6/12/2012 CARB Accepts SACOG’s quantification of GHG emission reductions from its Final
RTP-SCS
08/2012 TMPO/TRPA Draft RTP with SCS for public review
09/2013 Butte CAG Draft RTP with SCS for public review
12/12/2012 TMPO/TRPA Board adopts RTP-SCS
12/13/2012 Butte CAG Board adopts RTP-SCS
03/2013 MTC Draft RTP with SCS for public review
04/2013 SBCAG Draft RTP with SCS for public review
04/2013 CARB Review and technical evaluation of Butte CAG Final RTP-SCS
04/2103 CARB Review and technical evaluation of TMPO/TRPA Final RTP-SCS
04/25/2013 CARB Accepts Butte CAG’s quantification of GHG emission reductions from its Final
RTP-SCS
04/25/2013 CARB Accepts TMPO/TRPA’s quantification of GHG emission reductions from its
Final RTP-SCS
07/18/2013 MTC/ABAG Board adopts RTP-SCS
08/15/2013 SBCAG Board adopts RTP-SCS
11/2013 CARB Review and technical evaluation of SBCAG Final RTP-SCS
11/21/2013 CARB Accepts SBCAG’s quantification of GHG emission reductions from its Final
RTP-SCS
04/2014 CARB Review and technical evaluation of MTC/ABAG Final RTP-SCS
04/10/2014 CARB Accepts MTC/ABAG’s quantification of GHG emission reductions from its Final
RTP-SCS
6/11/2014 AMBAG Board adopts RTP-SCS
6/18/2014 Stanislaus COG Board adopts RTP-SCS
6/19/2014 Kern COG Board adopts RTP-SCS
6/26/2014 Fresno COG Board adopts RTP-SCS
6/26/2014 San Joaquin COG Board adopts RTP-SCS
6/30/2014 Tulare CAG Board adopts RTP-SCS
7/11/2014 Madera CTC Board adopts RTP-SCS
7/30/2014 Kings CAG Board adopts RTP-SCS
8/2014 CARB Preliminary Draft Staff Report on SB 375 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Target
Update Process
9/25/2014 Merced CAG Board adopts RTP-SCS
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10/2014 CARB Staff Report on SB 375 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Target Update
Process

11/2014 CARB Review and technical evaluation of AMBAG Final RTP-SCS

1//29/2015 CARB Accepts Fresno COG’s quantification of GHG emission reductions from its Final

RTP-SCS

2/2015 CARB Review and technical evaluation of Fresno COG Final RTP-SCS

4/2015 San Luis Obispo COG | Board adopts RTP-SCS

5/2015 CARB Review and technical evaluation of San Joaquin COG Final RTP-SCS

6/2015 CARB Review and technical evaluation of Stanislaus COG Final RTP-SCS

6/2015 CARB Review and technical evaluation of San Luis Obispo COG Final RTP-SCS

6/2015 Shasta RTA Board adopts RTP-SCS

7/2015 CARB Review and technical evaluation of Kern COG Final RTP-SCS

10/2015 CARB Review and technical evaluation of Tulare CAG Final RTP-SCS

10/2015 CARB Review and technical evaluation of Kings COG Final RTP-SCS

10/2015 CARB Review and technical evaluation of Shasta County RTPA Final RTP-SCS

Sources: California Environmental Protection Agency, Air Resources Board, Climate Change - SB 375 Implementation,
Sustainable Communities, http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/sb375.htm, accessed February 28, 2015; Office of Regional

Planning, Division of Transportation Planning, Caltrans.
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Appendix D: California MPOs RTP-SCS Regional
Demographic Forecasting, Land Use Scenario Planning and

TDM Tools

This Appendix inventories the MPOs’ response to Gov. Code 14522.2 and 2010 RTP Checklist
question (General 5): Does the RTP specify how travel demand modeling methodology, results
and key assumptions were developed as part of the RTP process? In addition to the RTP-SCS,
technical appendices and supplemental reports were reviewed to compile this information. It
should be noted that this table applies only to the first round of the MPOs’ SCSs. The following
table lists the demographic forecasting, land use scenario and TDM tools used by each of the

MPQs2°:

Appendix D: California MPO RTP-SCS Regional Demographic Forecasting, Land Use Scenario Planning and
TDM Models and Tools

MPO

2010 RTP
Guidelines
Chapter 3 -
Modeling Group
Designation

Regional
Demographic Forecasting

Land Use Scenario Planning

Travel Demand Modeling
(TDM)

Shasta RTA

B

Shasta SIM (page 86)

UPlan Urban Growth Model
(page 81)

Shasta SIM (page 95)

San Luis Obispo

e 2040 Regional
Growth Forecast
(AECOM, 2011)

e SLOCOG Regional

SLOCOG Regional Land Use
Model (RLUM) and
CommunityViz Indicators (page
2-21)

Regional Traffic Model (RTM)
(page 2-34)

coG Land Use Model
(RLUM) and
B CommunityViz
Indicators (page 2-
27)
Merced CAG SJV Demographic Forecasts: 2010 | Envision Tomorrow (SJVRPA’s | Updated three county travel
to 2050 Director’s Committee 2/4/2014 demand model (MCAG, StancOG
B letter to CARB, p.7) and SJCOG)Tri-county TDM
(StanCOG and SJICOG)
Kings CAG SJV Demographic Forecasts: 2010 | GIS and a spreadsheet tool to KCAG travel demand model was
to 2050 allocate future land use developed under San Joaquin
B Valley Model Improvement
Program (SJVMIP) (12-18)
Madera CTC SJV Demographic Forecasts: 2010 | UPlan (SJVRPA’s Director’s San Joaquin Valley Model
to 2050 Committee 2/4/2014 letter to Improvement Program (SJVMIP)
B CARB, p. 10)

20 A1l MPOs used ARB’s Emission FACtors (EMFAC) model available at the time of developing their RTP-SCS,
therefore an “EMFAC” column is not included in Table 7. EMFAC is a California specific computer model that
calculates daily emissions of air pollutants from on-road motor vehicles operating in California.
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MPO Regional Land Use Scenario Planning Travel Demand Modeling
Demographic Forecasting (TDM)
2010 RTP
Guidelines
Chapter 3 -
Modeling Group
Designation
SJV Demographic Forecasts: 2010 | Envision Tomorrow-business as | TCAG travel demand model was
to 2050 usual scenario developed under San Joaquin
UPlan—alternative scenario Valley Model Improvement
Ul development Program (SJVMIP)
e (SJVRPA’s Director’s
Committee 2/4/2014 letter to
CARB, p.11)
Population and household Envision Tomorrow to allocate Three county travel demand model
projections were based on SJV the project number and types of (MCAG, StanCOG and SJCOG)
Demographic Forecasts: 2010 to housing and employment was developed under San Joaquin
2050. Employment projections: locations (SJVRPA’ s Director’s | Valley Model Improvement
University of the Pacific; Committee 2/4/2014 letter to Program (SJVMIP)
employment forecasts: HIS-Global | CARB, p.7)
San Joaquin Insight regional forecasting models
COG using Aremos forecasting software
D Forecast based upon UOP’s San
Joaquin County specific
econometric model with drivers
linked to state and national forecasts
to account for macro trends.
(SJVRPA’ Director’s Committee
2/4/2014 letter to CARB, p.5)
SJV Demographic Forecasts: 2010 | Envision Tomorrow to allocate FresnoCOG travel demand model
Fresno COG to 2050 the projected number and types was developed under San Joaquin
of housing and employment Valley Model Improvement
D locations (STVRPA’s Director’s | Program (SJVMIP)
Committee 2/4/2014 letter to
CARB, p.7)
2009 KernCOG Forecast (G-8) Updated KernCOG UPlan to KernCOG travel demand model
Kern COG allocate the projected number developed under San Joaquin
and types of housing and Valley Model Improvement
D employment locations Program (SJVMIP)
(SJVRPA’ Director’s Committee
2/4/2014 letter to CARB, p.9)
SJV Demographic Forecasts: 2010 | Envision Tomorrow to allocate | Three county travel demand model
. to 2050 (Appendix J) the projected number and types (MCAG, StanCOG and
Stanislaus COG of housing and employment SJCOG) was developed under San
D locations (SJVRPA’s Director’s | Joaquin Valley Model
Committee 2/4/2014 letter to Improvement Program (SJVMIP)
CARB, p.7)
Center for Continuing Study of the UPlan Cluster model (F-13) Trip-based, four-step Regional
California Economy developed Travel Demand Model (RTDM)
regional growth projections, used run in TransCAD version 6.0
AMBAG same method as “other MPOs” platform, includes Monterey, San
(ABAG, SACOG, SCAG, SBCAG Benito, Santa Cruz counties (F-5)
c per CARB November 2014 Staff
Report, p. 6) which emphasizes
employment as primary driver of
long-term population change at
regional scale vs. cohort component
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MPO

2010 RTP
Guidelines
Chapter 3 -
Modeling Group
Designation

Regional
Demographic Forecasting

Land Use Scenario Planning

Travel Demand Modeling
(TDM)

method which assumes birth, death,
migration rates to project growth
(A-6)

Santa Barbara

SBCAG 2012 Regional Growth
Forecast (CARB November 2013
Staff Report, p. 7)

UPlan (D-1)

Upgraded “4D” multi-modal travel
model; variable add-on can account
for Density, Diversity, Design and

Sy Destination — four Ds (D-6)
c CARB November 2013 Staff
Report, p. 11)
Prepared by Center for Continuing Urban Simulation (UrbanSim) Coordinated Travel Regional
Study of the California Economy developed by UC Berkeley Activity-Based Modeling Platform
(CCSCE); assumes job growth is (CARB April 2014 Staff Report, | (CT_RAMP) called Travel Model
driving force behind regional p. 53) One
population and household growth; (CARB April 2014 Staff Report, p.
MTC Microsoft Excel-based model 53)
utilizing Microsoft Access, ESRI
£ and ESRO ArcGIS databases to
process, refine, and consolidate
large datasets. Final regional
forecast validated by CCSCE, UC
Berkeley, CA Dept. of Finance and
CA HCD (Final Forecast of Jobs,
Population and Housing, p. 2)
Butte CAG 2010-2035 BCAG Regional Growth | BCAG Regional Land Use 3-step BCAG Regional Travel
Forecast Allocation Model (CARB April | Demand Model (CARB April 2013
B 2013 Staff Report, p. 22) Staff Report, p. 22-23)
Based upon 2010 U.S. Census tract Crowdbrite—map-based Lake Tahoe Activity-Based
level data from eastern El Dorado computer technology; online Transportation Model - resident
County and for eastern Placer crowd-sourcing tool (7-5) model and visitor model (C-1,;
County to derive population CARB Staff April 2013 Tech Eval,
e estimates p. 18)
B Trip Reduction Impact Analysis
(TRIA) model (C-1, 10)
Calculation of share of VMT
attributable to California portion of
Lake Tahoe Region (C-1)
SCAG Integrated Growth Forecast SCAG Sketch Planning Model SCAG Travel Demand Model uses
(CARB May 2012 Staff Report, p. (CARB May 2012 Staff Report, | TransCAD to calculate changes in
30-32) p. 36-40) travel demand based on number of
SCAG different modeling inputs; is an
aggregation of different sub-
E models, including an Auto
Auvailability Model and 4D Model
(CARB May 2012 Staff Report, p.
17-19, 27-28)
Prepared by Center for Continuing I-PLACE3S Sacramento Activity-Based Travel
SACOG Study of the California Economy Model (CARB May 2012 Staff Simulation Model (SACSIM)
(CCSCE) and DB Consulting Report, p. 21) (CARB May 2012 Staff Report, p.
E (CARB May 2012 Staff Report, p. 22)

38)
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Appendix D: California MPO RTP-SCS Regional Demographic Forecasting, Land Use Scenario Planning and
TDM Models and Tools

MPO

2010 RTP
Guidelines
Chapter 3 -
Modeling Group
Designation

Demographic Forecasting

Regional

Land Use Scenario Planning

Travel Demand Modeling
(TDM)

SANDAG

E

2050 Regional Growth Forecast
which consists of 3 models:
Demographic and Economic
Forecasting Model (DEFM)
Inter-regional Commute Model

(IRCM)

Urban Development Model

(UDM)

Envision 2050 (9-9)

4-step SANDAG TRM based on
TransCAD platform (CARB Staff
Info Report September 2011, p. 12)

Sources: 18 MPOs’ RTP-SCS, related Technical Appendices and Supplemental Reports on file, Office of Regional Planning,
Division of Transportation Planning, Caltrans; CARB Technical Evaluations of the Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction
Quantifications (CARB Staff Reports) issued as of January 29, 2015, http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/sb375.htm.
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Appendix E: RTP-SCS Adoption Dates, Future Estimated
Adoption Years, and Local Transportation County Sales Tax
Measure Terms

The information shows that the longevity of these LTST measures will influence the RTP-SCS
of the MPOs for decades to come. As of December 2015, the following table is intended to show
only those MPQOs with LTST measures. The following tables show the RTP-SCS adoption dates
for the MPOs included in this Report, their future estimated adoption years, and the terms of
corresponding local transportation county sales tax (LTST) measures:

Appendix E: 2015 MPO RTP Review Report RTP-SCS Adoption Dates, Future Estimated Adoption Years, and
Local Transportation County Sales Tax Measure Terms
MPO LTST County 2:::5::;::“’ Passed by Local Transportation LTST Measure
Estimate? 2/3 Voters Sales Tax Measure Term
Los Angeles 10,041,797 11/2008 Measure R 30 years
2009-2039
SCAG
RTP-SCS Orange 3,113,991 11/2006 Measure M 30 years
doption Date: (Measure M2) 2011-2041
A °Z o1 | Riverside 2,279,967 | 11/2002 | Measure A 30 years
. 2009-2039
Estimated:
;8;2: ;g;g San . 2,085,669 11/2004 Measure | 30 years
2032, 2036 Bernardino 2010-2040
2040 -
Imperial 180,672 11/2008 Measure D 40 years
2010-2050
Santa Clara 1,868,558 11/2000 Measure A 30 years
2006-2036
Alameda 1,573,254 11/2000 Measure B 20 years
2002-2022
11/2014 Measure BB 23 year extension
Extends Measure B 2022-2045
MTC Contra 1,087,008 11/2004 Measure J 25 years
RTP-SCS Costa 2010-2035
Adoption Date: | san 836,620 11/2003 Proposition K 30 years
7/2013 Francisco 2004-2034
Estimated: San Mateo 745,193 11/2004 Extension Measure 25 years
2017, 2021 2009-2034
2025,2029 | sonoma 490,486 | 11/2004 | Measure M 20 years
2033, 2037 2005-2025
Marin 255,846 11/2004 Measure A 20 years
2005-2025
Napa 139,255 11/2012 Measure T 25 years
2018-2043
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Appendix E: 2015 MPO RTP Review Report RTP-SCS Adoption Dates, Future Estimated Adoption Years, and
Local Transportation County Sales Tax Measure Terms

MPO

LTST County

2014 County
Population
Estimate?

Passed by
2/3 Voters

Local Transportation
Sales Tax Measure

LTST Measure
Term

SACOG
RTP-SCS
Adoption Date:
4/2012
Estimated:
2015, 2019
2023, 2027
2031, 2035
2039

Sacramento

1,454,406

11/2004

Measure A

30 years
2009-2039

SANDAG
RTP-SCS
Adoption Date:
10/2011
Estimated:
2015, 2019
2023, 2027
2031, 2035
2039, 2043
2047

San Diego

3,194,362

11/2004

Proposition A

40 years
2008-2048

SBCAG
RTP-SCS
Adoption Date:
8/2013
Estimated:
2017, 2021
2025, 2029
2033, 2037

Santa
Barbara

433,398

11/2008

Measure A

30 years
2010-2040

Fresno COG
RTP-SCS

6/2014
Estimated:
2018, 2022

2026

Adoption Date:

Fresno

964,040

11/2006

Measure C

20 years
2007-2027

San Joaquin
COG
RTP-SCS

6/2014
Estimated:
2018, 2022
2026, 2030

Adoption Date:

San Joaquin

710,731

11/2006

Measure K

30 years
2011-2041
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Appendix E: 2015 MPO RTP Review Report RTP-SCS Adoption Dates, Future Estimated Adoption Years, and
Local Transportation County Sales Tax Measure Terms

2014 County
MPO LTST County Population
Estimate?

Passed by Local Transportation LTST Measure
2/3 Voters Sales Tax Measure Term

2034, 2038

Tulare CAG Tulare 459,446 11/2006 Measure R 30 years
Adoption Date: 2007-2037
6/2014
Estimated:
2018, 2022
2026, 2030
2034

Madera CTC Madera 153,897 11/2006 Measure T 20 years
RTP-SCS 2007-2027
Adoption Date:
6/2014
Estimated:
2018, 2022
2026

aCalifornia Department of Finance estimates were used for consistency,
http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-1/view.php, accessed June 3, 2014.

Sources: Office of Regional Planning, Division of Transportation Planning, Caltrans; County of Alameda, Registrar of Voters.
2014 Measure BB, http://www.acgov.org/rov/elections/20141104/documents/MeasureBB-v5.pdf, accessed November 7,
2014; County of Contra Costa Transportation Authority. 2004 Measure J — Contra Costa’s Transportation Sales Tax
Expenditure Plan, http://www.ccta.net/sources/detail/2/1, accessed January 30, 2015; County of Fresno, Registrar of
Voters. 2006 Measure C — Fresno County Transportation, Safety, Road Repair Measure and Measure C Extension
Expenditure Plan; County of Imperial. Registrar of Voters. 2008 Measure D Renewal — Safe Roads, Air Quality, Pothole
Repair Continuation Measure and Expenditure Plan; County of Los Angeles. Registrar of Voters. 2008 County Measure R —
Traffic Relief, Rail Extensions, Reduce Foreign Oil Dependence; Proposed Ordinance of Measure R and Expenditure Plan;
County of Madera, Elections Department. 2006 Voter’s Pamphlet — Madera County Transportation Investment Measure T;
County of Marin, Department of Elections. 2004 Measure A - Traffic Relief and Better Transportation Act and Marin County
Transportation Sales Tax Expenditure Plan; County of Napa. Elections Division. 2012 Authority Ordinance No. 2012-01 —
Napa Countywide Maintenance Act and Expenditure Plan; County of Orange. Registrar of Voters. 2006 Measure “M”
Transportation Improvement Plan; County of Riverside. Registrar of Voters. 2002 Measure A to Relieve Traffic Congestion,
Improve Safety and Air Quality, and Expenditure Plan; County of Sacramento. Voter Registration and Elections. 2004
Measure A and Sacramento County Transportation Expenditure Plan 2009-2039; County of San Bernardino, Elections Office
of the Registrar of Voters. 2004 Measure | - San Bernardino County Transportation Authority Ordinance No. 04-01 and
Transportation Expenditure Plan; County of San Diego, Registrar of Voters. 2004 Proposition A —San Diego County
Transportation Improvement Program and TransNet Extension Ordinance and Expenditure Plan; County of San Francisco.
Registrar of Voters. 2003 Measure K — Sales Tax for Transportation and Expenditure Plan; County of San Joaquin. Registrar
of Voters Department. 2006 Measure K Renewal — San Joaquin Local Transportation Improvement Plan: Traffic Relief,
Safety, Transit, and Road Maintenance Program; County of San Mateo, Office of Assessor-County Clerk-Recorder and Chief
Elections. 2004 Measure A — San Mateo County Safe Roads, Traffic Relief and Public Roads Transportation Measure and
Transportation Expenditure Plan; County of Santa Barbara, Registrar of Voters. 2008 Measure A — Santa Barbara County
Road Repair, Traffic Relief and Transportation Safety Measure and Transportation Investment Plan; County of Sonoma.
Registrar of Voters. 2004 Quarter Cent Sales Tax- Measure M — Traffic Relief Act for Sonoma County and Expenditure Plan;
County of Tulare, Registrar of Voters. 2006 % Cent Transportation Sales Tax Measure Expenditure Plan.
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Appendix F: MPOs Adopted RTP-SCS Performance Measures

This recent list of RTP-SCS performance measures are selected by the MPOs and described in
their adopted RTP-SCS. The MPOs represented that these performance measures will be used to
gauge their progress and steps forward in a number of transportation and land-use planning
areas. This confirms that the number and type of measures vary widely across MPOs. The
following tables show the Adopted RTP-SCS Performance Measures:

Appendix F: California MPOs Adopted RTP-SCS Performance Measures
MPO Adopted RTP-SCS Performance Measures
2015-2035 Regional Performance Measures (page 75 to 79)
When considering performance measures, the following criteria are
used:

e -Isitrequired by federal or State law?

e Isitinstrumental when competing for transportation planning
and capital funds?

-Is it tied to RTP goals and objectives?

e s data readily available (e.g. no additional cost to generate or
acquire data) and routinely updated so that performance can
be tracked over time?

e Isitanalogous to that which is used by other regions and state
departments (i.e. is it consistent with accepted methodology

Shasta RTA and data standards to allow for comparison)?
6/2015
Regional The prominence of performance measures has been elevated in the
Performance most recent federal transportation bill (MAP 21). MAP 21 is now a
Measures and Draft performance and outcome-based program that looks to invest
MAP 21 resources in projects that best address a set of national goals.
Performance Performance measures selected for the 2015 RTP are tentative pending
Measures the final outcome of federal performance measure rulemakings.
Results will be incorporated into the scheduled 2018 RTP update.
2015 RTP and SCS Performance Measures:
Transportation System Utilization and Mode Share

e Average Daily VMT

e Average Daily SB 375 VMT

e Miles of roadway at LOS ‘D’, ‘E’, and ‘F’

e Daily Transit Boardings

e # of miles of bikeways

e C(lass|

e Classll

e Percentage of trips by mode
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Appendix F: California MPOs Adopted RTP-SCS Performance Measures

MPO

Adopted RTP-SCS Performance Measures

e Drive alone

e Sharedride (2 persons)

e Shared ride (3+ persons)

e School bus

e Transit
e Bike
e Walk

Mobility/Accessibility
e Number of Households within % mile of transit

e Number of Jobs within % mile of transit

e Average commute time (minutes) by workers

e Average trip duration (minutes) by mode

Safety

Drive alone
Shared Ride 2
Shared Ride 3+
School bus
Transit

Bike

Walk

All Modes

e Number of fatalities

e Number of injuries

e Number of bicycle and pedestrian collisions

Environment
e Pounds of CO2/year/captia—Passenger Vehicles Only

e GHG Reductions (SB 375) per capita

e Prime agricultural lands saved from conversion (acres)
e Environmentally sensitive lands saved from conversion (acres)

Draft MAP 21 Performance Measures:

e Serious injuries per VMT

e Number of serious injuries

e Fatalities per VMT

e Number of fatalities

e Pavement condition on the Interstate System

e Pavement condition on the non-Interstate National Highway

System
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Appendix F: California MPOs Adopted RTP-SCS Performance Measures

MPO

Adopted RTP-SCS Performance Measures

Note

Bridge condition on the National Highway System
Traffic congestion

On-road mobile sources emissions

Freight movement on the Interstate system
Performance of the Interstate system
Performance of the non-Interstate NHS

: The proposed methodology for each MAP 21 performance measure
has not been finalized. The final measures and methodology will not be
official until the FHWA and FTA post Notices of Final Rulemakings

(tentatively late 2015/early 2016).
Targets to be developed by Caltrans in 2016 (tentatively).

San Luis Obispo
COoG
12/2014
Performance
Monitoring
Indicators

Performance Monitoring Indicators and MAP 21 Categories (page 7-5

to 7-6)

Congestion Reduction

e Vehicle Miles Traveled per capita
e Percentage of Congested Freeway
e Mode Share

Infrastructure Condition

e State of Good Repair

System reliability

e Freeway/Highway Buffer Index (PeMS)

Safety

e Fatalities/Serious Injuries per capita
e Fatalities/Serious Injuries per VMT

Economic Vitality

e Transit Accessibility
e Travel time to Jobs

Environmental Sustainability

e Changein Agland
e (CO2 Emissions
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Appendix F: California MPOs Adopted RTP-SCS Performance Measures
MPO Adopted RTP-SCS Performance Measures
Goal Area and Measure (p. 63)
Congestion—percentage of time delayed
Merced CAG Transit—daily bus riders
RTP-SCS 9/2014 Air Quality—tons per day of pollutants
Climate Change—reduction in GHG from 2005 to...
Farmland—farm acres developed
RTP-SCS (p. 12-19)
e Preservation of Agricultural and Resource Lands
Kings CAG e Environmental, Economic Opportunities, and Equity in Access
RTP-SCS 7/2014 e Reduce Emissions
e Improve Public Health
e System Preservation
e Economic Development
RTP-SCS Performa